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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the City of Beverly Hills (City) to 
evaluate potential environmental effects that would result from development of the proposed 
Westside Purple Line Wilshire/Rodeo Station North Portal Project (Project). This EIR has been 
prepared in conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) statutes 
(California Public Resources Code Section 2100 et. seq., as amended) and its implementing 
guidelines (California Code of Regulations., Title 14, Section 15000). The City is identified as 
the lead agency for the Project under CEQA. This Final EIR contains comments and responses 
to comments received on the Draft EIR, which was circulated for public review from August 21, 
2020, to October 8, 2020. Revisions and clarifications to the Draft EIR made in response to 
comments and information received on the Draft EIR are listed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and 
Modifications. The comments and responses to comments are presented in Chapter 3, 
Response to Comments on the Draft EIR. 

1.1 SUMMARY OF  THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (Metro) prepared the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report (EIS/EIR) for the Westside Subway Extension Project (now known as the Purple Line 
Extension Project) that was prepared in 2010 and certified in 2012. Upon evaluation of five 
station entrance alternatives for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station in the Draft EIS/EIR and supporting 
Alternatives Analysis Study, Metro and the FTA recommended a single preferred entrance for 
the Wilshire/Rodeo Station. The Final EIS/EIR for the Westside Subway Extension Project 
certified in May 2012, included the single preferred entrance.  

In November 2017, the FTA issued a Supplemental EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation pursuant to 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for Section 2 of the Purple Line Extension 
Project, including a Supplemental Record of Decision. The Supplemental EIS stated that the 
Wilshire/Rodeo Station will be designed with a knockout panel, allowing for the development of 
a future station entrance on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard. Section 2 of the Purple Line 
Extension Project is currently under construction and is expected to begin operations in 2025. 

The Wilshire/Rodeo Station under construction within the City of Beverly Hills will have only one 
entrance on the southwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Reeves Drive, per the Final 
EIS/EIR. In 2018, the City approached Metro to provide a secondary entrance/exit on the north 
side of Wilshire Boulevard to deliver a convenient northern entrance/exit to the Wilshire/Rodeo 
Station and improved passenger access within the city. 

Three potential station entrance/exit locations have been identified on the north side of Wilshire 
Boulevard. For EIR analysis purposes, the “Project” (Beverly Drive) consists of a half portal 
entrance/exit on the west side of Beverly Drive, north of Wilshire Boulevard. Two alternative 
locations for a half portal are being analyzed as Project Alternatives, one located on the west 
side of Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard (Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative), and the 
second located on the construction staging yard established for the Section 2 project located 
along Wilshire Boulevard at the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and the alley between 
Cañon Drive and Crescent Drive (Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative). 

The City is considering each of the three potential station entrance/exit locations in this EIR. 
Additionally, an analysis of the No Project Alternative is included in the EIR pursuant to Section 
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15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines. The No Project Alternative, the Project (Beverly Drive), 
Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative are analyzed 
with the same level of detail throughout this EIR, and include the following: 

No Project Alternative: Under the No Project Alternative, an entrance/exit to the 
Wilshire/Rodeo Station on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard would not be constructed. 
Construction of the previously approved Purple Line Extension Project would still occur, and a 
knockout panel on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard that was included in the design of the 
Wilshire/Rodeo Station would be completed by Metro. In addition, planned municipal projects as 
shown in Table 2-1 (Related Projects) in Chapter 2 Project Description of the Draft EIR, would 
still be developed in the area. The only means of ingress and egress to the Wilshire/Rodeo 
Station would be at the currently proposed portal on the south side of Wilshire Boulevard at 
Reeves Drive. 

The Project (Beverly Drive): The Project would comprise a station portal entrance/exit within 
the existing ROW on the west side of North Beverly Drive, north of Wilshire Boulevard. The 
footprint of this alternative would be approximately 9,200 square feet and would extend from its 
connection to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station at Wilshire Boulevard to approximately 165 feet north 
along North Beverly Drive.  

Three levels would be provided at the new entrance/exit. The street level would comprise the 
new station portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. A 
covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be 
enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The 
adjacent sidewalk would be extended. The intermediate stairway landing level would consist of 
a landing area serving as a transition between stairways. The walkway or concourse level would 
consist of an open area with adequate space for passengers to ingress and egress from the 
stairway, escalator, and elevators. The open area would also include a Metro ticket purchasing 
area followed by a passageway or walkway leading to the fare and turnstile gates and then to 
the Wilshire/Rodeo Station walkway previously analyzed in the Purple Line Extension EIS/EIR. 
Other minor supporting elements or ancillary facilities would also be provided as needed. The 
construction of the Project would last 2.5 to 3.5 years. 

Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: The Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative would comprise 
a station portal entrance/exit within the existing ROW on the west side of Cañon Drive, north of 
Wilshire Boulevard. The footprint of this alternative would be approximately 8,100 square feet 
and would extend from its connection with the Wilshire/Rodeo Station at Wilshire Boulevard to 
approximately 195 feet north along North Cañon Drive.  

Similar to the Project, the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative would include three levels. The 
street level would comprise the north portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, 
and one “up” escalator. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street 
level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall 
on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would not be extended with this alternative. The 
intermediate stairway landing would consist of a landing area serving as a transition between 
stairways. The walkway or concourse level would consist of an open area with adequate space 
for passengers to ingress and egress from the stairway, escalator, and elevators. The open 
area would also include a Metro ticket purchasing area followed by a passageway or walkway 
leading to the fare and turnstile gates and then to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station walkway 
previously analyzed in the Purple Line Extension EIS/EIR. Other minor supporting elements or 
ancillary facilities would also be provided as needed. The construction of the Cañon Drive-Half 
Portal Alternative would last 2.5 to 3.5 years. 
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Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would 
comprise a station portal entrance/exit in the existing Cañon Drive construction staging yard 
established for the Section 2 Purple Line Extension project and the public sidewalk, on the 
northeast corner of Cañon Drive and Wilshire Boulevard. The footprint of this alternative would 
be approximately 3,800 square feet.  

Similar to the Project and the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard 
Alternative would include three levels. The street level would comprise the new station portal 
entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. Unlike the Project 
and the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, public restrooms (two separate stalls/rooms) could 
be provided on the street level with this alternative. Additionally, this alternative could have a 
second escalator if a small below-ground portion of the adjacent parcel to the west (Assessor 
Parcel Number 4343-005-004) were utilized. This would result in additional land needing to be 
acquired by the City. Adding a second escalator would require approximately 900 square feet of 
this parcel, with all of it below-ground, therefore, not increasing the surface square footage of 
this alternative. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, 
which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the 
street level. The adjacent sidewalk would not be extended with this alternative. The Cañon Drive 
Staging Yard Alternative would include an approximately 52-foot-tall ventilation shaft at the 
southeastern corner of the site. This tunnel ventilation shaft is required by Metro to be at least 
40 feet from openings such as station entrances or portals. Due to the limited space available 
on the site this cannot be achieved by separating the shaft opening horizontally. Instead the 
opening is raised, resulting in a vertical shaft structure that extends 40 feet above the portal, 
which would be 12 feet tall, in order to satisfy the Metro requirement.  

The intermediate stairway landing level would consist of a landing area serving as a transition 
between stairways. The walkway or concourse level would consist of an open area with 
adequate space for passengers to enter and exit from the stairway, escalator, and elevators. 
The open area would also include a Metro ticket purchasing area followed by a passageway or 
walkway leading to the fare and turnstile gates and then to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station walkway 
previously analyzed in the Purple Line Extension EIS/EIR. Other minor supporting elements or 
ancillary facilities would also be provided as needed, including public restrooms. The 
construction of the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would last 2.5 to 3.5 years. 

1.2 THE CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESS 

CEQA requires preparation of an EIR when there is substantial evidence supporting a fair 
argument that a proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment. The 
purpose of an EIR is to provide decision makers, public agencies, and the general public with an 
objective and informational document that fully discloses the environmental effects of a 
proposed project. The EIR process is intended to facilitate the evaluation of potentially 
significant direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts of a proposed project, and to 
identify feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that might reduce or avoid the project’s 
significant effects. In addition, CEQA specifically requires that an EIR identify those adverse 
impacts determined to remain significant after the application of mitigation measures. 

1.2.1 Notice of Preparation 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed on 
September 5, 2019, to public agencies, interested organizations, members of the general public, 
and adjacent residents in the Project area. The purpose of the NOP was to provide notification 
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that the City planned to prepare an EIR for the Project and Project Alternatives and to solicit 
input on the scope and content of the EIR. Approximately 25 written comment letters were 
received from various agencies, organizations, and individuals. The NOP and these comment 
letters are included in Appendix A to the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was not prepared for the 
Project, therefore all CEQA environmental topic areas were addressed in the EIR. 

A scoping meeting was held at Beverly Hills City Hall in Beverly Hills on September 19, 2019. 
The purpose of this meeting was to seek input from public agencies and the general public 
regarding the environmental issues and concerns that may potentially result from the Project 
and Project Alternatives to be addressed in the EIR. Approximately 45 people attended the 
public scoping meeting. Table 1-1 summarizes the public comments and questions that were 
received at the scoping meeting and during the public review period related to environmental 
and design issues: 

Table 1-1 Issues Raised by the Public and Agencies 

Commenter Environmental Comment/Request 
Where Comment  

Was Addressed in  
Draft EIR 

Agency Comments 

State of California, 
Native American 
Heritage Commission 

Stated that the Project would be subject to 
compliance with Assembly Bills 52 and 18, and 
recommended consultation with California Native 
American tribes. In addition, recommendations were 
provided for the preparation of cultural resources 
assessments. 

Section 3.3, 
Cultural/Tribal Resources 

State of California, 
Department of 
Transportation 
(Caltrans) 

Stated that the Project would not likely result in a 
direct adverse impact to existing State 
transportation facilities. Discussed possible design 
strategies for pedestrian and bicyclist safety. Also, 
stated that a Caltrans transportation permit would 
be required for the transportation of heavy 
construction equipment and/or use of oversized-
transport vehicles.

Section 3.11, 
Transportation  

South Coast Air 
Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) 

Provided recommendations and guidelines for the 
technical air quality analysis of greenhouse gas 
required for the Project. Also, discussed potential 
mitigation strategies, consideration of alternatives, 
information on permitting, and data sources.

Section 3.2, Air Quality  
Section 3.6, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions  

Southern California 
Association of 
Governments 
(SCAG) 

Provided general comments on SCAG’s role as a 
Regional Transportation Planning Agency. Provided 
information on the Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS), demographics and growth forecasts, 
and mitigation strategies. 

Section 3.11, 
Transportation 
Chapter 4, Other CEQA 
Required Discussions 

Public Comments 

Transportation 

Any removal of a lane or reduction of a sidewalk on 
Cañon Drive could impact the flow of Cañon Drive, 
such an impact should be prevented.

Section 3.11, 
Transportation 

Analyze and consider safe pedestrian and vehicle 
routes. 

Section 3.11, 
Transportation 

Consider analyzing impacts to businesses during 
construction. 

Section 3.11, 
Transportation 
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Table 1-1 Issues Raised by the Public and Agencies 

Commenter Environmental Comment/Request 
Where Comment  

Was Addressed in  
Draft EIR 

Analyze permanent impacts to traffic and 
congestion. 

Section 3.11, 
Transportation 

Analyze potential pick-up/drop-off locations and 
first/last mile connections.

Section 3.11, 
Transportation 

Construction 
Analyze duration of construction and construction 
impacts. 

Chapter 2, Project 
Description 
Chapter 3, Environmental 
Impact Analysis 
(construction impacts)

Alternatives 
Consider an additional alternative at the northeast 
corner of Cañon Drive and Wilshire Boulevard.

Chapter 2, Project 
Description 

1.2.2 Notice of Availability and Draft EIR 

This EIR focuses on all potential environmental impacts, including those mentioned in 
comments received in response to the NOP. The issue areas analyzed in detail in this EIR 
include aesthetics/visual quality, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, 
geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and 
water quality, mineral resources, noise and vibration, public services, transportation, tribal 
cultural resources, and utilities and service systems. Effects not requiring further analysis are 
addressed in Section 4.1 of Chapter 4, Other CEQA Required Discussions of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR was circulated for 48 days for public review and comment, which included an 
additional 3 days over the standard 45-day public review period required in the CEQA 
Guidelines. The timeframe of the public review period was identified in the Notice of Availability 
attached to the Draft EIR, as well as on the City website. The public review period was 
conducted pursuant to CEQA and its implementing guidelines. The purpose of the public review 
period was to provide interested public agencies, organizations, and individuals the opportunity 
to comment on the contents and accuracy of the document. The Draft EIR and the Notice of 
Completion were distributed to the California Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse. A Notice of Availability (NOA) was distributed to relevant legislators, agencies, 
and community stakeholders, and individuals. The NOA informed them of where the Draft EIR 
could be reviewed and how to submit comments. Hard copies of the Draft EIR were not made 
available to the public for review at public repositories due to the ongoing public health crisis 
occurring in 2020 but were available by request. An electronic copy of the document was also 
posted online. 

A special City Council Meeting, which included a public meeting, was held during the Draft EIR 
public review period to solicit comments from interested parties on the content of the Draft EIR. 
Information regarding the public meeting was included in the NOA, which was widely distributed, 
as described above. The meeting was held virtually via videoconference due to the ongoing 
public health crisis, on September 16, 2020. 
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1.3 FINAL EIR 

This Final EIR contains comments and responses to comments received on the Draft EIR. 
Revisions and clarifications made in response to comments and information received on the 
Draft EIR are listed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications. The comments and responses 
to comments are presented in Chapter 3, Response to Comments on the Draft EIR. 

Prior to approval of one of the three portal locations, the City, as the lead agency and decision-
making entity for the Project, is required to certify that this EIR has been completed in 
accordance with CEQA, that the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency, and 
that the information in this EIR has been considered during the review of the Project. CEQA also 
requires the City to adopt “findings” with respect to each significant environmental effect 
identified in the EIR (California Public Resources Code Section 21081; California Code of 
Regulations, Title 14, Section 15091). For each significant effect, CEQA requires the approving 
agency to make one or more of the following findings: 

 Alterations have been made to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts identified 
in the Final EIR. 

 The responsibility to carry out such changes or alterations is under the jurisdiction of 
another agency. 

 Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the 
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR. 

If the City concludes that the proposed project would result in significant effects that have been 
identified in this EIR but cannot be substantially lessened or avoided by feasible mitigation 
measures, it must adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” in order to approve the 
project (California Public Resources Code Section 21801[b]). Such statements are intended 
under CEQA to provide a means by which the lead agency balances, in writing, the benefits of 
the proposed project with the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. Where the 
lead agency concludes that the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits 
outweigh the unavoidable environmental impacts, the lead agency may find such impacts 
“acceptable” and approve the proposed project. 

In addition, the City must also adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program describing 
the changes that were incorporated into the project or made a condition of approval in order to 
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment (California Public Resources Code 
Section 21081.6). The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is adopted at the time of 
project approval and is designed to ensure compliance during project implementation. Upon 
approval of one of the project alternatives, the lead agency will be responsible for the 
implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 

This Final EIR is organized as follows: 

Chapter 1 (Introduction) provides a summary of the Project and Project Alternatives, an 
overview of the CEQA environmental review process, and a description of the organization of 
the Final EIR. 
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Chapter 2 (Clarifications and Modifications) provides a detailed description of all 
clarifications and modifications that were made to the text or graphics of the Draft EIR. 
Clarifications and modifications reflect changes made to the Project and Project Alternatives, 
analysis, or mitigation due to editorial changes or as a result of a comment made by an agency 
or individual during the public review period. These clarifications and modifications do not 
constitute significant new information and do not change any of the conclusions of the 
document. This chapter also reflects changes necessary to combine the Draft EIR into this Final 
EIR. 

Chapter 3 (Response to Comments on the Draft EIR) provides a list of agencies, 
organizations, and individuals commenting on the Draft EIR, copies of the written and oral 
comments received during the Draft EIR public comment period, and the lead agency 
responses to those comments. 
  



Westside Purple Line Rodeo Station North Portal Final EIR 

Page 1-8  |  1.0 Introduction October 2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page intentionally left blank 

 



Westside Purple Line Rodeo Station North Portal Final EIR 

Page 2-1  |  2.0 Clarifications and Modifications October 2020 

2.0 CLARIFICATIONS AND MODIFICATIONS 
The following clarifications and modifications are intended to update the Draft EIR in response 
to the comments received during the public review period. The following clarifications and 
modifications also show revisions made to convert the Draft EIR into this Final EIR; a single 
document that encompasses the final impact analysis for the proposed project. None of these 
revisions made to the Draft EIR have resulted in new significant impacts or mitigation measures, 
nor has the severity of an impact increased. None of the criteria for recirculation have been met. 

The changes to the Draft EIR are listed by page number, with reference to the section or 
paragraph number on that page as applicable. Text which has been removed is shown with a 
strikethrough line, while text that has been added is shown underlined. 

Page Clarification/Revision 

2-9 An addition has been made within Section 2.4.4, Surrounding Land Uses, of the 
Draft EIR based on the detailed existing subsurface easement information 
provided in Comment Letter No. 24 in Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of this 
Final EIR as follows below. Note that the easement information was provided by 
Holland & Knight, the law firm which represents the property owner of 9465 
Wilshire Boulevard and 235-296 Beverly Drive.  

The Project (Beverly Drive) 
 
The Project site is located within the existing North Beverly Drive ROW and is 
bordered by the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel (formerly known as the Montage 
Beverly Hills Hotel) to the east, Bank of America Financial Centre offices to the 
southeast, Union Bank offices to the south, and Chase Bank Offices to the west. 
The MGM Studios building is located to the north of the Project site and the 
surrounding area is generally occupied by fitness centers, restaurants, and retail  
establishments. 
 
The property owner of the Chase Bank Offices building (9465 Wilshire 
Boulevard) and adjacent properties avers that it holds an existing easement for 
the subsurface area beneath the Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard 
sidewalks, adjacent to the Project site. According to the property owner, the 
easement includes the sidewalk subsurface area, except for existing tree boxes 
and streetlight pole locations. The subsurface area is used for parking, as well as 
lateral support required for the existing subterranean parking garage associated 
with 9465 Wilshire Boulevard.  

2-11 Additions have been made within Section 2.5.2, The Project (Beverly Drive), of 
the Draft EIR to clarify the number of bicycle racks that would be included with 
the Project as follows: 

 Also, additions in the same subsection and page have been made based on the 
detailed existing subsurface easement information provided in Comment Letter 
No. 24 in Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR as follows below. 
The easement information was provided by Holland & Knight, the law firm which 
represents the property owner of 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and 235-296 Beverly 
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Drive. The City and project team have analyzed the information provided and 
have confirmed that encroachment onto the existing easement would not occur 
and would be avoided during the detailed design phase.  

 
As shown in Figure 2-5, three levels would be provided at the new entrance/exit. 
As shown on Figure 2-5, the street level would comprise the new station portal 
entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. A 
covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which 
would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet 
tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would be extended. The Project 
would impact a total of five existing street trees. Four trees located on the west 
side of Beverly Drive would require relocation within the site, and one tree would 
be permanently removed and potentially relocated elsewhere in the area as 
feasible. Other new landscaping may be provided with the Project. Three on-
street parking spaces would be permanently removed along the west side of 
Beverly Drive, and six on-street parking spaces would be permanently removed 
along the east side of Beverly Drive. The Project would require removal of the 
majority of the southbound right-turn pocket on the west side of Beverly Drive, 
just north of Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed configuration of the Project would 
consist of one through lane and one shared through-right-turn lane on the 
southbound Beverly Drive approach. Therefore, two southbound travel lanes 
would be maintained, as well as two northbound travel lanes. Up to 11 new 
bicycle racks could be installed adjacent to the portal on the street level. 
 
The intermediate stairway landing level would consist of a landing area serving 
as a transition between stairways. The walkway or concourse level shown on 
Figure 2-7 would consist of an open area with adequate space for passengers to 
ingress and egress from the stairway, escalator, and elevators. The open area 
would also include a Metro ticket purchasing area followed by a passageway or 
walkway leading to the fare and turnstile gates and then to the Wilshire/Rodeo 
Station walkway previously analyzed in the Purple Line Extension EIS/EIR. Other 
minor supporting elements or ancillary facilities would also be provided as 
needed. In addition, encroachment onto the existing subsurface easement 
associated with the adjacent building located at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard would 
not occur and would be avoided during the detailed design phase. 

2-11 Additions have been made within Section 2.5.3, Cañon Drive-Half Portal 
Alternative, of the Draft EIR to clarify the number of bicycle racks that would be 
included with this alternative as follows:  

Similar to the Project, and as shown on Figure 2-8, the Cañon Drive-Half Portal 
Alternative would include three levels. As shown on Figure 2-9, the street level 
would comprise the north portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one 
stairway, and one “up” escalator. A covered canopy would also be located above 
the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass 
exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent 
sidewalk would not be extended with this alternative. Five trees located on the 
west side of Cañon Drive would be permanently removed, and potentially 
relocated elsewhere in the area as feasible. Three on-street parking spaces 
would be permanently removed along the west side of Cañon Drive, and eight 
on-street parking spaces would be permanently removed along the east side of 
Cañon Drive. No traffic lanes would require permanent removal. Therefore, the 
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two southbound right-turn and left-turn travel lanes would be maintained, as well 
as two northbound travel lanes. Up to 9 new bicycle racks could be installed 
adjacent to the portal on the street level.  

2-13 A minor revision was made on Figure 2-6 Project (Beverly Drive) Street Level 
Plan located in Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, of the Draft EIR based on the 
detailed existing subsurface easement information provided in Comment Letter 
No. 24 in Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR as follows: 

 

Figure 2-6 Project (Beverly Drive) Street Level Plan [Previous Version] 
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Figure 2-6 Project (Beverly Drive) Street Level Plan [Revised Version] 
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2-14 A minor revision was made on Figure 2-7 Project (Beverly Drive) Concourse Level 
Plan located in Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, of the Draft EIR based on the 
detailed existing subsurface easement information provided in Comment Letter 
No. 24 in Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR. 

 

 

Figure 2-7 Project (Beverly Drive) Concourse Level Plan [Previous Version] 
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Figure 2-7 Project (Beverly Drive) Concourse Level Plan [Revised Version]  
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2-17 Additions have been made within Section 2.5.4, Cañon Drive Staging Yard 
Alternative, of the Draft EIR to clarify the number of bicycle racks that would be 
included with this alternative as follows: 

As shown on Figure 2-12, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative street level 
would comprise the new station portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one 
stairway, and one “up” escalator. Unlike the Project and the Cañon Drive-Half 
Portal Alternative, public restrooms (two separate stalls/rooms) would be 
provided on the street level with this alternative. A covered canopy would also be 
located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a 
translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The 
adjacent sidewalk would not be extended with this alternative and no permanent 
traffic lane closures would be required. In addition, removal of on-street parking 
spaces or street trees would not be required with this alternative. The Cañon 
Drive Staging Yard Alternative would also include an approximately 52-foot-tall 
ventilation shaft at the southeastern corner of the site. This tunnel ventilation 
shaft is required by Metro to be at least 40 feet from openings such as station 
entrances or portals. Due to the limited space available on the site this cannot be 
achieved by separating the shaft opening horizontally. Instead the opening is 
raised, resulting in a vertical shaft structure that extends 40 feet above the portal, 
which would be 12 feet tall, in order to satisfy the Metro requirement. Up to 11 
new bicycle racks could be installed adjacent to the portal on the street level.  
 

3.10-4  A clarification has been made within Section 3.10.1, Noise – Regulatory Setting, 
regarding buildings that may be extremely susceptible to vibration damage as 
follows:  

 
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published relevant guidance for 
assessing potential building damage associated with construction activity. 
According to the FTA, non-engineered timber and masonry buildings can be 
exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.2 inches per second without 
experiencing structural damage. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration 
damage (e.g., fragile historic buildings) can be exposed to ground-borne vibration 
levels of 0.12 inches per second without experiencing structural damage. 
 

3.10-10 An addition has been made within Section 3.10.2, Noise – Methodology and 
CEQA Thresholds, regarding construction vibration equipment assumptions as 
follows:  

  
Vibration 

Potential vibration impacts are evaluated by predicting the construction vibration 
value (PPV or Lv) from specific pieces of construction equipment at receiver 
distances and comparing that value to the appropriate potential damage 
threshold. The construction vibration analysis assumes that all piling would be 
pre-augured (pre-drilled) rather than driven with an impact or vibratory pile driver. 
Pre-augured piling is less invasive and vibratory as compared to pile driving with 
an impact or vibratory pile driver.  

3.10-23-24 A text clarification and clarification on Table 3.10-11 has been made within 
Section 3.10.4, Noise – Impact Evaluation, under Impact NOI-2 related to 
construction vibration impacts as follows:  
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Table 3.10-1 Predicted Ground-borne Vibration Levels 

Project/Alternative 
Nearest 

Structure 
Distance 

(feet)a 
PPVref 
(in/sec) 

PPV 
(in/sec) 

Threshold 
(in/sec) Impact? 

The Project Chase Bank 
Building 17 0.089 0.16 0.3 No 

Cañon Drive-Half 
Portal Alternative 

Citibank 
Building 15 0.089 0.19 0.3 No 

Cañon Drive Staging 
Yard Alternative 

AKA Hotel 
Garage 22 0.089 0.11 0.3 No 

Source: AECOM 2020 
Notes: a Distance is measured from building footprint to the nearest vibratory source or vibratory equipment within the 
construction site (i.e., nearest pre-augured pile location). Measured using conceptual construction drawings provided 
in the Constructability Reports for the Project and Project Alternatives, provided by Metro in 2019.  

 
As shown in Table 3.10-11, peak construction vibration levels for the construction 
of the Project and Project Alternatives would not exceed the 0.3 PPV vibration 
damage significance thresholds. In addition, the entire construction process 
would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the 
Section 2 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which is currently in place 
between the City and Metro. The MOA requires limitation of the use of vibratory 
equipment, requires avoidance of certain equipment or methods completely, and 
outlines use of a vibration monitor to verify compliance. Applicable measures 
related to vibration would be implemented in accordance with the MOA. 
Therefore, construction impacts related to the generation of excessive ground-
borne vibration would be less than significant.  
 

3.10-25 A minor addition has been made within Section 3.10.5, Noise – Mitigation 
Measures, regarding construction noticing to commercial uses as part of 
Mitigation Measures NOI-G and NOI-H as follows:  

 
NOI-G: Construction Notice: The construction contractor shall provide a 

construction notice to residents and commercial properties within 
1,000 feet of the construction site. The construction site notice shall 
include job site address, permit number, name and phone number of 
the contractor and owner or owner’s agent, hours of construction 
allowed by the code or any discretionary approval for the site, and the 
City telephone number where violations can be reported. The notice 
will also include the phone number of the noise disturbance 
coordinator. 

 
NOI-H: Construction Phase Noticing: The construction contractor shall 

provide construction update notices to residences and commercial 
properties within 1,000 feet of the construction site upon the initiation 
of each major construction phase (site preparation, drilling, etc.) and 
shall include the anticipated equipment to be used and duration of the 
construction phase. 
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3.12-9-11  Clarifications, editorial changes, and alterations were made within the existing 
conditions discussion related to public transit service located in Section 3.12 
Transportation, Subsection 3.12.3 Existing Conditions, including minor revisions 
to Figure 3.12-2 Existing Public Transit Service as a result of comments received 
on the Draft EIR, as follows:  

   
Public Transit Service 
 
Several transit lines operate within the study area with service provided by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). Metro made minor route 
adjustments temporarily relocated toLine 14 to Beverly Drive and reduced the 
number of stops along the route in conjunction with the advanced utility work 
being conducted for the Metro Purple Line construction project and the closure of 
North Cañon Drive at Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, Metro relocated several 
bus stops in the area due to on-going construction activities on Wilshire 
Boulevard in January 2018. The bus stops were relocated outside of the Metro 
Purple Line construction zone with the new eastern bus stops on Wilshire 
Boulevard between Rexford Drive and Crescent Drive and the new western bus 
stops on Wilshire Boulevard between Camden Drive and Rodeo Drive.  
 
Existing public transit service is shown on Figure 3.12-2. Metro is currently 
preparing the NextGen Bus Plan with the goal of implementing a new bus 
network in Los Angeles County by 2021 that would be more relevant and 
reflective of local and regional travel needs. Some of the existing routes in 
Beverly Hills may be modified as a result of the NextGen Bus Plan. A summary 
of proposed changes identified in the NextGen Bus Plan within the study area 
are included below for informational purposes only. 

Metro Line 4 provides service between downtown Los Angeles and the City of 
Santa Monica. The service route primarily travels along Santa Monica Boulevard 
connecting the communities of Los Angeles, West Hollywood, Beverly Hills, 
Century City, West Los Angeles, and Santa Monica.  

  Line 4 is a local service bus and has frequent stops along North Santa Monica 
Boulevard in Beverly Hills. Within the study area, both eastbound and westbound 
buses travel through the City of Beverly Hills along North Santa Monica 
Boulevard. Service is provided approximately every ten to fifteen minutes 
Monday through Saturday and approximately every twenty minutes on Sunday. 

Metro Line 14 provides service between downtown Los Angeles and the City of 
Beverly Hills. Currently, the The service route primarily travels along Beverly 
Boulevard connecting the communities of Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Park La 
Brea, Fairfax Village, West Hollywood, and Beverly Hills.  

Line 14 is a local service bus and has frequent stops along Beverly Drive in 
Beverly Hills. Most stops are approximately one to two blocks apart. Within the 
study area, eastbound buses travel through the City of Beverly Hills by traveling 
in a northbound direction on Beverly Drive, making a right-turn onto North Santa 
Monica Boulevard, and then a right-turn onto Beverly Boulevard. Buses traveling 
in the westbound direction through the City travel west along Beverly Boulevard, 
make a left-turn onto North Santa Monica Boulevard, and a left-turn onto North 
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    Figure 3.12-2 Existing Public Transit Service [Previous and Revised Versions] 
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  Beverly Drive. Service is provided approximately every fifteen minutes on 
weekdays and approximately every twenty minutes on weekends. 

As proposed by the Metro NextGen Bus Plan, Line 14 would continue east/west 
bus service on Beverly Boulevard from downtown Los Angeles to a future 
terminus at San Vicente Boulevard in the City of West Hollywood. Approximately 
16 route stops for Line 14 would be eliminated in the City of Beverly Hills, 
including stops at Wilshire Boulevard, Charleville Boulevard, Gregory Way and 
Olympic Boulevard.  

Alternatively, Metro planning staff proposes extending new Line 617, which 
would replace Metro Line 17 on Robertson Boulevard, to continue service into 
the City of Beverly Hills via Burton Way and Beverly Drive. Line 617 would 
operate north/south service on Robertson Boulevard between a new mini-transit 
hub located at Cedars Sinai Hospital to the Expo Station on Venice Boulevard, 
and continue west through Beverly Hills. Line 617 would operate every 45 
minutes on weekdays and every 60 minutes on weekends. 

Metro Line 16/316 provides service between downtown Los Angeles and the 
City of Century City. Currently, theThe service route primarily travels along 3rd 
Third Street, Burton Way, and North Santa Monica Boulevard connecting the 
communities of Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Park La Brea, Beverly Grove, West 
Hollywood, Beverly Hills, and Century City.  

In Beverly Hills, Lines 16 and 316 provide overlapping local bus service with 
frequent stops along Burton Way and North Santa Monica Boulevard. Most stops 
are approximately one to two blocks apart. Within the study area, eastbound 
buses travel through the City of Beverly Hills by traveling in a northbound 
direction on North Santa Monica Boulevard, making a right-turn onto South 
Crescent Drive, and then a left-turn onto Burton Way. Buses traveling in the 
westbound direction through the City travel west along Burton Way, make a right-
turn onto North Cañon Drive, and then a left-turn onto North Santa Monica 
Boulevard. Within the City of Beverly Hills, service is provided approximately 
every ten minutes on weekdays by Line 16/316 and approximately every thirty 
minutes on weekends by Line 16. 

The Metro NextGen Bus Plan proposes discontinuing Line 16/316 bus service 
west of San Vicente Boulevard. Bus service would continue east/west on Third 
Street between West Hollywood and downtown Los Angeles at 6 to 10 minute 
frequencies. A total of 14 route stops for Line 16 would be eliminated in the City 
of Beverly Hills on Burton Way and North Santa Monica Boulevard. The 
aforementioned extension of Metro Line 617 would provide service on Burton 
Way every 45 minutes on weekdays and every 60 minutes on weekends.  

Metro Line 20 provides local service between downtown Los Angeles and the 
City of Santa Monica with service along Wilshire Boulevard. The route travels 
along Wilshire Boulevard connecting the communities of Beverly Hills, Los 
Angeles, Hancock Park, Park La Brea, Santa Monica, UCLA, West Los Angeles, 
and Westwood. Line 20 is a local service bus and has frequent bus stops along 
Wilshire Boulevard. Most stops are approximately one to two blocks apart. 
Service is provided every fifteen to twenty minutes on weekdays and twenty 
minutes on weekends.  
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Metro Rapid Line 704 provides an express service between downtown Los 
Angeles and the City of Santa Monica with principal service along Wilshire 
Boulevard as part of Metro’s Rapid network. The line travels along N. Santa 
Monica Boulevard connecting the communities of downtown Los Angeles, Echo 
Park, Silver Lake, West Hollywood, Beverly Hills, Century City, Westwood, West 
Los Angeles, and Santa Monica. Bus service along North Santa Monica 
Boulevard in Beverly Hills is approximately every fifteen minutes on weekdays 
and twenty to twenty-five minutes on weekends.  

Metro Rapid Line 720 provides an express service between East Los Angeles 
and the City of Santa Monica with principal service along Wilshire Boulevard as 
part of Metro’s Rapid network. The line travels along Wilshire Boulevard 
connecting the communities of Beverly Hills, Boyle Heights, Brentwood, 
Commerce, downtown Los Angeles, East Los Angeles, Hancock Park, 
Koreatown, Park La Brea, Santa Monica, and Westwood. Bus service along 
Wilshire Boulevard is approximately every five to ten minutes on weekdays and 
every ten minutes on weekends.  

Antelope Valley 786 provides commuter service between Lancaster/Palmdale to 
Century City/West Los Angeles with service along Santa Monica Boulevard and 
Wilshire Boulevard. It travels along Santa Monica Boulevard connecting the 
communities of Westwood, Century City, and Beverly Hills, and along Wilshire 
Boulevard connecting the communities of Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Park La 
Brea, and Hollywood. Line 786 is a commuter service bus running only during 
peak hours on weekdays with service every twenty minutes to thirty minutes. 
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3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
The Draft EIR was distributed for public review on August 21, 2020 through October 8, 2020, 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. A total of 35 comment letters and emails were 
received. In addition, verbal comments were received during the Draft EIR public meeting. 
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), “the lead agency shall evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a 
written response.” This chapter provides response to written environmental comments received 
during and after the public comment period, as well as oral environmental comments received 
during the Draft EIR public meeting.  

This chapter is organized into two parts: 1) responses to written comments received during the 
public review period, and 2) responses to oral comments received at the Draft EIR public 
meeting. Written responses are presented for all comment letters received during and after the 
public review period, starting with comment letters from agencies and organizations, followed by 
the comment letters from individuals. The responses to the oral comments received at the Draft 
EIR public meeting are provided at the end of this chapter.  

Each letter has been assigned a number code, and individual comments in each letter have also 
been coded to facilitate responses. For example, the letter from State of California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans) is identified at Comment Letter 20, with comments noted as 20-1, 
20-2, etc. Copies of each comment letter are provided prior to each response. The comment 
letters are organized chronologically. Comments that present opinions about the project or that 
raise issues not directly related to the substance of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR 
are noted but, in accordance with CEQA, are not required to receive a detailed response. In 
response to some of the comments received, the text of the EIR has been revised. Refer to 
Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications, for a list of these changes. 
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3.1 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED THAT ADDRESS 
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES RAISED IN THE EIR 

Table 3-1 
List of Comment Letters on Draft EIR 

Letter 
No. Agency/Organization/Individual Date of Letter Page # of 

Response 
1 Gross, Josh August 24, 2020 3-4 
2 Hagenburger, Duke August 29, 2020 3-6 
3 York, Melinda August 29, 2020 3-9 
4 Balson, Bernice September 2, 2020 3-13 
5 Savenick, Phil September 15, 2020 3-15 
6 Skirmuntt, Christine September 19, 2020 3-17 
7 Ford, Michael September 19, 2020 3-19 
8 Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson September 24, 2020 3-22 
9 Goldstine, Josh September 24, 2020 3-25 
10 Bernstein, Paul September 25, 2020 3-27 
11 Steger, Donna September 27, 2020 3-29 
12 Bernstein, Lee September 27, 2020 3-31 
13 Cipollini, Matthew September 29, 2020 3-34 
14 Molina, Alexandra September 29, 2020 3-37 
15 Traconis, Eric September 29, 2020 3-39 
16 Molina, Laure September 29, 2020 3-41 
17 Bonert, Michael  September 29, 2020 3-43 
18 Bonert, Vivien September 29, 2020 3-45 
19 The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce 

Signed: Todd Johnson September 29, 2020 3-48 

20 
State of California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) 
Signed: Miya Edmonson 

October 1, 2020 3-51 

21 Il Fornaio Restaurant 
Signed: Maria D’auria October 1, 2020 3-53 

22 Lorin, Jeannette October 5, 2020 3-55 

23 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority 
Signed: Shine Ling, AICP 

October 5, 2020 3-57 

24 
Holland & Knight LLP (on behalf of Beverly Wilshire 
Owner LP 
Signed: Ryan Leaderman 

October 6, 2020 3-70 

25 The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills 
Signed: Dennis Overstreet October 6, 2020 3-82 

26 Mashoudy, Harry October 6, 2020 3-85 
27 Mashoudy, Kayla October 6, 2020 3-88 
28 Mashoudy, Daniela October 7, 2020 3-91 
29 Savenick, Phil October 7, 2020 3-94 
30 Jazzabi, Monica October 8, 2020 3-97 
31 Anderson, Robert S.  October 8, 2020 3-100 
32 Norton, Rose October 8, 2020 3-103 
33 Beverly Hills Historical Society  October 8, 2020 3-106 
34 Reis, Stephen October 8, 2020 3-109 
35 Brickstar Capital, LLC 

Signed: David Mirharooni October 8, 2020 3-111 
 



1-1

Comment Letter 1
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Comment Letter 1: Gross, Josh 

Response 1-1 

The commenter expresses their support for the overall purpose of the project but does not 
specify which alternative is preferred. This comment does not state a specific question about the 
content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 
for their review and consideration. 
  



1

 
 

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Duke Hagenburger <dhagenburger@me.com>  
Sent: Saturday, August 29, 2020 7:38 AM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: N. Beverly Dr 
 
CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 
 
________________________________ 
 
Hello- 
 
Another ‘vote’ for the North Beverly Dr option in the wise consideration for a second portal at this stop on the D (Purple) 
line. 
 
This stop makes the most sense for two clear reasons; 
 
1. Closest and most central to the business triangle 
 
2. Further from the larger portal at Reeves to ‘spread’ the access for all users of the subway. 
 
Thank you! 
 
 
Duke Hagenburger 
dhagenburger@me.com 
310.709.2221 
 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All retained E-mails will be treated as a 
Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject 
to the exemptions, of that Act. 

2-1

Comment Letter 2
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Comment Letter 2: Hagenburger, Duke 

Response 2-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), due to its 
proximity to the Business Triangle and for its potential to broaden user access. As discussed in 
the Draft EIR under Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, the Project site is located within the 
existing North Beverly Drive public right-of-way (ROW) and is bordered by the Maybourne 
Beverly Hills Hotel (formerly known as the Montage Beverly Hills Hotel) to the east, Bank of 
America Financial Centre offices to the southeast, Union Bank offices to the south, and Chase 
Bank Offices to the west. The MGM Studios building is located to the north of the Project site 
and the surrounding area is generally occupied by fitness centers, restaurants, and retail 
establishments. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal 
locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 
for their review and consideration. 
  



1

 
 

 

 
 
From: melindayork@netzero.net <melindayork@netzero.net>  
Sent: Saturday, August 29, 2020 11:53 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: MY FIRST CHOICE IS NO ACCESS ON NORTH SIDE....... CANON DRIVE ALTERNAT IVE AS NORTH POINT OF ENTRY 
ONLY an unncessary expense 
 

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

To ENTIRE METRO AND BEVERLY HILLS ADMIN ON THIS ISSUE 
  
KEEP THE STREETS OF BEVERLY DRIVE AND RODEO FREE OF INTRUSION BY ANY FURTHER 
DIGGING OR 
UNDERMINING OF THE LAND/SOIL. ENOUGH IS ENOUGH. 
  
WE DON'T NEED A NORTH PORTAL STATION ACCESS POINT. 
ADVANCING INTO ANY OTHER AREA IS AN ABUSE OF THE GOLDEN TRIANGLE AND NEEDS 
NOT TO HAPPEN, 
THE METRO HAS DESTROYED AND UNDERMINED MANY EXISTING BUILDINGS AND WILL 
ONLY PROVIDE AN 
EASY ACCESS FOR MANY MORE ROBBERIES AND DOMESTIC TERRORISTS TO ENTER THE CITY 
AT ALL HOURS 
OF THE DAY AND NIGHT, DESTROYING EVEN MORE STORES AND BUSINESSES. MORE PEE AND 
DOO DOO TO CLEAN UP. 
  
THE ONLY OTHER THING THE METRO PROVIDES IS A PLACE FOR HOMELESS TO SLEEP ON 
BOARD ENDLESSLY 
AND PANHANDLING TO THE FULLEST EXTENT POSSIBLE. 

3-1

3-2

3-3

3-4

Comment Letter 3

3-5



2

THIS IS A DISGRACE ENTIRELY, BUT, IF YOU REALLY BELIEVE YOU NEED A NORTH POINT, 
AND YOU DON'T THINK 
PEOPLE HAVE ENOUGH ABILITY TO ENTER BY SIMPLY CROSSING OVER WILSHIRE 
BLVD....YOU'RE NOT VERY 
SMART....... 
THEY ARE COMING ON A TRAIN....THEY ARE NOT DRIVING A CAR.....THEY ARE PREPARED 
FOR WALKING.....OBVIOUSLY YOU 
HAVE NO PARKING FOR ANYONE USING THESE TRAINS. THEY CANNOT BE DISABLED SO 
THEY ARE CAPABLE TO WALK ACROSS THE 
STREET TO CATCH THE TRAIN......AGREE? 
  
AGAIN, MY ONLY CHOICE IS NO NORTH POINT ACCESS AT ALL. IF YOU CAN'T STAND NOT 
SPENDING OUR MONEY ANY FURTHER, YOU COULD 
THEN AND ONLY THEN, USE YOUR CURRENT YARD FOR ANOTHER ENTRY WHICH IS TOTALLY 
UNNECESSARY.... 
YOU ALREADY DESTROYED BUSINESSES IN THOSE SPOTS. 
  
METRO HAS DESTROYED THE ONCE BEAUTIFUL STREETS OF LOS ANGELES. ITS HORRIBLE, 
AND ONE SEVERE EARTHQUAKE and the whole thing 
is A HUGE WASTE OF TAXPAYER MONEY. 
  
See you at the next  possible meeting. 
Please confirm receipt from a local resident. 
Thank you 
  
Melinda York 
  
 
 
____________________________________________________________ 
 
Top News - Sponsored By Newser  

 1K March in Kenosha: 'Hell Yeah, I'm Mad' 
 Residents Face the Damage Done by Laura 
 Tenants: We Were Duped Into Video for the RNC 

The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All 
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records 
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the 
exemptions, of that Act. 

 

3-6

3-7

3-8



Westside Purple Line Rodeo Station North Portal Final EIR 

Page 3-9  |  3.0 Response to Comments on the Draft EIR October 2020 

Comment Letter 3: York, Melinda 

Response 3-1 

The commenter expresses their opposition to any development in the project area, expressing 
that any digging would impact the land and soil. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 
3.6, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, “the site for the Project and Project Alternatives is 
generally level, which limits the potential for substantial soil erosion. The grading and excavation 
phase when soils are exposed has the highest potential for erosion. However, the use of 
standard construction [Best Management Practice] BMPs on the construction site, as required 
by [Beverly Hills Municipal Code] BHMC Section 9-4-507 (City of Beverly Hills 2019a), would 
reduce any potentially significant soil erosion impacts. Such BMPs include use of plastic 
coverings on unprotected areas to eliminate erosion; removal of any sediments tracked offsite 
by construction vehicles; and use of temporary sediment barriers where necessary. With 
implementation of these BMPs, construction impacts related to soil erosion or loss of topsoil 
would be less than significant.” In addition, the Draft EIR includes mitigation requiring a 
geotechnical exploration to be completed and requires construction methods to be used to 
reduce potential settlement. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 3-2 

The commenter expresses their opposition to the project. This comment does not state a 
specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 3-3 

The commenter expresses that the current Purple Line has resulted in the destruction of 
existing buildings. The Purple Line Extension went through its own environmental process, with 
the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012, which includes more details on how the ROW was 
evaluated. As described in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the Project 
(Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative would be constructed within the City’s 
ROW along Beverly and Canon Drives, and the Canon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be 
constructed within the current staging yard site for the construction of the Wilshire/Rodeo 
Station. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, 
the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 3-4 

The commenter expresses that the current Purple Line subway has threatened public safety in 
regard to crime and vandalism. The Purple Line Extension went through its own environmental 
process, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012, and includes more details on how public safety 
was evaluated. Public safety is not a required area of analysis under CEQA. However, the Draft 
EIR does analyze the demand the project may have on public services (police and fire 
department). None of the alternative locations would have a significant impact on public 
services, as explained in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR. This comment does not 
state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 
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Response 3-5 

The commenter expresses that the current Purple Line subway has threatened public safety in 
regard to homelessness. The Purple Line Extension went through its own environmental 
process, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012, and includes more details on how public safety 
was evaluated. Public safety is not a required area of analysis under CEQA. However, the Draft 
EIR does analyze the demand the project may have on public services (police and fire 
department). None of the alternative locations would have a significant impact on public 
services, as explained in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR. This comment does not 
state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 

Response 3-6 

The commenter reiterates their opposition specifically to the Project (Beverly Drive), specifying 
that commuters can walk and do not need an additional portal and that the current Purple Line 
lacks parking. As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, one of the 
primary purposes of the project is to provide direct access from the north side of Wilshire 
Boulevard to the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line Station. Notwithstanding, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 3-7 

The commenter expresses their opinion that the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be 
the only location the commenter may support. They further state that nevertheless, this location 
has threatened local business. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project 
Description, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be constructed within the current 
construction staging yard site for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station. Furthermore, if the north 
entrance/exit construction is awarded to the current Section 2 project contractor, then 
construction of this alternative would need to be sequenced around their existing work as the 
new station portal on this site would use a significant portion of this already constrained yard. If 
the north entrance/exit construction is not awarded to the current Section 2 project contractor, 
then the work would have to wait until the contractor is finished with the site. A dedicated lane 
closure on Wilshire Boulevard is assumed. In addition, a full closure on Cañon Drive or use of 
the parcel adjacent and west of the staging yard site would offset a loss of space in the yard. 
The construction area would be enclosed by noise barrier fences on all sides.  

Response 3-8 

The commenter expresses their opinion that the project would cause an earthquake hazard, and 
that it is not a desirable use of City funds. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.6, 
Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, “no active faults are known to cross the Project or 
Project Alternatives footprints. With compliance with the CBC and UBC regulations, the Project 
or the Project Alternatives would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. 
The Project and Project Alternatives are located within the seismically active southern California 
region, and like all locations within the area, is subject to strong seismic ground shaking. The 
Project and Project Alternatives would be designed and constructed in accordance with the 
latest version of the applicable federal, state, and local codes relative to seismic criteria, 
including the [Uniform Building Code] UBC, [California Building Code] CBC, and City Policy for 
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Site-Specific Seismic Fault Investigations. The impact to people, buildings, or structures on the 
project site from strong seismic ground shaking would be reduced by the required conformance 
with applicable building codes and accepted engineering practices. With compliance with 
existing regulations, construction impacts as a result of strong seismic ground shaking would be 
less than significant.” As to use of City funding, this portion of the comment does not state a 
specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Bernice <bkbalson@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 2, 2020 9:46 AM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: Rodeo Station North Portal 
 
CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 
 
________________________________ 
 
The north portal needs to be at the Beverly Dr. location.  This location is right in the commercial area and is adjacent to 
Rodeo Dr.  where it belongs. 
 
B. Balson 
Sent from my iPhone 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All retained E-mails will be treated as a 
Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject 
to the exemptions, of that Act. 
 

4-1

Comment Letter 4
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Comment Letter 4: Balson, Bernice 

Response 4-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically 
for its proximity to commercial uses and Rodeo Drive. As described in the Draft EIR under 
Section 2, Project Description, the Project (Beverly Drive) would be located within the ROW on 
Beverly Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard, which is a key thoroughfare providing a northwest to 
southeast travelling route through the City of Beverly Hills. This comment does not state a 
specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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From: Phil Savenick <fabphil52@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2020 4:10 PM 
To: Huma Ahmed <hahmed@beverlyhills.org>; City Clerk <CityClerk@beverlyhills.org>; Lourdes Sy-Rodriguez 
<lsyrodriguez@beverlyhills.org>; 13-Lester J. Friedman <lfriedman@beverlyhills.org> 
Cc: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org>; Jessie Holzer <jholzer@beverlyhills.org>; lili Bosse 
<lilibosse@icloud.com> 
Subject: Request to speak at Special City Council Meeting - Rodeo Station North Portal Draft EIR 
 

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

I would like to speak at the special meeting regarding the North Portal report.  
It would benefit the city if I could be a featured speaker, but if that is not possible, please allow me to comment 
via zoom in public comment. 
 
The report is dangerously inadequate, the council needs to know that we have not addressed any of the public 
safety issues with either portal.  
thank you very much, 
Phil Savenick 
 
 

 
 

  

5-1

Comment Letter 5
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Comment Letter 5: Savenick, Phil 

Response 5-1 

The commenter states their opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate in that it does not address 
public safety in regard to any of the alternative locations. Public safety is not a required area of 
analysis under CEQA. However, the Draft EIR does analyze the demand the project may have 
on public services (police and fire department). None of the alternative locations would have a 
significant impact on public services, as explained in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft 
EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
 
  



1

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
From: Christine <kochana19@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Saturday, September 19, 2020 10:51 AM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: Rodeo Station North Portal 
 

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

I support the north portal being on Beverly Drive.  It should not be on Canon Drive.   The portal should be as 
close to Rodeo Drive as possible and should be in the commercial zone where it belongs.   Also , 
distance away from any residential streets should be maximized and that means that it should not be on Canon 
Drive. 
 
Thank you, 
Christine Skirmuntt 
 
 

6-1

6-2

Comment Letter 6
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Comment Letter 6: Skirmuntt, Christine 

Response 6-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifying 
that the portal should be in a commercial zone and in the closest proximity to Rodeo Drive. As 
described in Section 2.5, Project Alternatives of the Draft EIR, the Project site is located within 
the existing North Beverly Drive ROW and is bordered by the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel 
(formerly known as the Montage Beverly Hills Hotel) to the east, Bank of America Financial 
Centre offices to the southeast, Union Bank offices to the south, and Chase Bank Offices to the 
west. The MGM Studios building is located to the north of the Project site and the surrounding 
area is generally occupied by fitness centers, restaurants, and retail establishments. This 
comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment 
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 6-2 

The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, stating 
that this location is undesirable and close to residential uses. As discussed in the Draft EIR 
under Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative is located within 
the existing North Cañon Drive ROW and is immediately bordered by the Bank of the West 
office to the west, and Coldwell Banker Real Estate Offices and Spago to the east. On the 
opposite side of Wilshire Boulevard, East West Bank offices are located to the southeast of this 
site and US Bank Offices and carpark to the south. These offices provide leased office space to 
multiple businesses. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Michael Ford <michaelf4259@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Saturday, September 19, 2020 12:05 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: Rodeo Station North Portal 
 
CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 
 
________________________________ 
 
I support the north portal on Beverly Drive.   It must be away from the residential area and as close to Rodeo Drive as 
possible. 
 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All retained E-mails will be treated as a 
Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject 
to the exemptions, of that Act. 

7-1

Comment Letter 7



Westside Purple Line Rodeo Station North Portal Final EIR 

Page 3-19  |  3.0 Response to Comments on the Draft EIR October 2020 

Comment Letter 7: Ford, Michael 

Response 7-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifying 
that the portal should not be adjacent to residential uses but should be in close proximity to 
Rodeo Drive. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses 
of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org>  
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 2:29 PM 
To: DeRosa, David <david.derosa@aecom.com> 
Cc: Koon, Jessica <Jessica.Koon@aecom.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: North Portal Location 
 
 
 

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Stephanie Robinson <stephanie77@mac.com>  
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 9:59 AM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: North Portal Location 
 
CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 
 
________________________________ 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am a long time Beverly Hills resident. My husband and I are both strong proponents of increased public transit and we 
are very glad that there will be subway access to our city. 
 

8-1

Comment Letter 8
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It is our contention that the best location for a north portal would be on North Beverly Drive, as that will best serve our 
city. It will bring access to the heart of our business district with easy access to Rodeo, Beverly and Canon. 
 
Do not hesitate to get in touch with me if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
Stephanie Robinson Goldstine 
300 S. Canon Dr., BH 90212 
(310)990-7273 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All retained E-mails will be treated as a 
Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject 
to the exemptions, of that Act. 

8-1
Cont'd
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Comment Letter 8: Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson 

Response 8-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that 
this location would best serve the business district. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional 
information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific 
concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Josh Goldstine <joshgoldstine@mac.com>  
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2020 9:57 AM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: North Portal Location 
 
CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 
 
________________________________ 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am a long time Beverly Hills resident. My wife and I are both strong proponents of increased public transit and we are 
very glad that there will be subway access to our city. 
 

9-1

Comment Letter 9
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It is our contention that the best location for a north portal would be on North Beverly Drive, as that will best serve our 
city. It will bring access to the heart of our business district with easy access to Rodeo, Beverly and Canon. 
 
Do not hesitate to get in touch with me if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
Josh Goldstine 
300 S. Canon Dr., BH 90212 
(310)990-7273 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All retained E-mails will be treated as a 
Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject 
to the exemptions, of that Act. 
 

9-1
Cont'd
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Comment Letter 9: Goldstine, Josh 

Response 9-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that 
this location would best serve the business district. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional 
information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific 
concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Paul Bernstein <paul92631@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, September 25, 2020 10:22 AM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Cc: Paul Bernstein <paul92631@gmail.com> 
Subject: Rodeo Drive Metro Station  
 
CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 
 
________________________________ 
 
The Beverly Drive/Wilshire location is the best of the three alternatives. 
The other two locations are too far away. 
 
Paul Bernstein 
3112 277 3928 phone 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All retained E-mails will be treated as a 
Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject 
to the exemptions, of that Act. 
 

10-1

Comment Letter 10
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Comment Letter 10: Bernstein, Paul 

Response 10-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that 
the alternatives would not be located at a desirable distance. Please refer to Response 6-1 for 
additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a 
specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
  



1

 
 

 
From: Donna Steger <donna@psprintsmart.com>  
Sent: Sunday, September 27, 2020 5:37 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: Metro Station 
 

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

To Whom it May Concern,  
 
I support the North Portal to be at Beverly Drive/Wilshire. It is the closest option to Rodeo Drive.  
 
Thank you, 
Donna Steger  
 
 

 

 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All 
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records 
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the 
exemptions, of that Act. 
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Comment Letter 11
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Comment Letter 11: Steger, Donna 

Response 11-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive) due to its 
proximity to Rodeo Drive. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on 
surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the 
Draft EIR Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
  



1

 
 

 
From: Lee Bernstein <travelwithlee@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Sunday, September 27, 2020 11:33 AM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: Metro Stop 
 

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

Of the three options, I recommend the Beverly Drive/Wilshire location. 
It is the closest to Rodeo Drive and it sin a business area. 
 
Lee Bernstein 
310-567-8240  
 
  
 
   
 
 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All 
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records 
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the 
exemptions, of that Act. 
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Comment Letter 12
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Comment Letter 12: Bernstein, Lee 

Response 12-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive) due to its 
proximity to Rodeo Drive and the business district. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional 
information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific 
concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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From: Matthew Cipollini <mateocipollini@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 29, 2020 10:37 AM 
To: Jessie Holzer 
Subject: Westside Purple Line Extension Wilshire/Rodeo Station North Portal Project  
  

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

  
       

                                                                                                                               
 9/29/20     
Jessie 
Holzer                                                                                                                                                                                       

Comment Letter 13
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                                                                                                                                            Transportation 
Planner                                                                                                                                                                                     
                                                                                                                                City of Beverly Hills Community 
Development 
Department                                                                                                                                                                                
                                                                                455 North Rexford 
Drive                                                                                                                                                                                          
                                                                                                                Beverly Hills, CA  90210 
  
Dear Ms. Holzer, 
 
I am a homeowner that lives next to Roxbury Park with absolute opposition to the Purple Line stations in Beverly Hills and 
Century City.    My concerns are facts of the impact the Purple Line will have in the area:   
Crime & Safety 
The Purple line connects the most crime-ridden areas of LA to the most upscale housing and shopping area in the city, if 
not the country.   As a result, crime will soar here as many of the passengers will be on a mission to loot, break-in to homes 
and intimidate.   The culture of upscale shopping, dining and civilized behavior will be besieged with thugs that will ruin 
Beverly Hills and Century City forever.   Just in the last month we’ve had two murders in the Post Office area by renters of 
party houses.   Who would want more of this?   If this ill-conceived Purple Line goes forward, there needs to be serious, 
visibly armed security at the stations and throughout the neighborhood.    
Density 
The population density of the area will rise exponentially.   Traffic will be stalled with the heavy influx of passengers walking 
all over the area.   
Environmental 
The risk of drilling the pipeline for these stations is sure to impact our vulnerability with earthquakes.     It has been well 
established that there are large deposits of methane gas below this area.   Again, the drilling and constant pressure put on 
the underground environment due to this pipeline brings risk of methane disasters.   
Noise Pollution 
The constant noise level of these trains and passengers will ruin the peaceful enjoyment of the area by homeowners.   
Home Values 
The safety concerns, swarm of passengers, environmental risks and noise caused by the Purple Line will negatively impact 
home values in the neighborhood.  
I worked my whole life to afford a home in this highly desirable neighborhood.  Why should I support the severe negative 
impact the Purple Line will have on my home and neighborhood?     
                                                                                                                                                                                                  
             
Sincerely,  
 
Matthew E. 
Cipollini                                                                                                                                                                                     
                                                                 
1304 S. Roxbury Drive, Unit 
202                                                                                                                                                   
Los Angeles, CA  90035                                                                                                                                                            
(310) 551-6576                                                                                                                                      
mateocipollini@yahoo.com 
 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All 
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records 
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the 
exemptions, of that Act. 
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Comment Letter 13: Cipollini, Matthew 

Response 13-1 

The commenter expresses their opposition to the Purple Line stations in Beverly Hills. The 
Purple Line Extension project conducted a separate environmental analysis to determine the 
locations of the proposed stations, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012. This comment does 
not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 13-2 

The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would threaten 
public safety in regard to crime. Please refer to Response 3-4 which discusses public safety as 
it relates to the project alternatives. This comment does not state a specific concern about the 
Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 13-3 

The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would negatively 
impact population density and that increased pedestrian activity would result in traffic 
congestion. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 4.3, Growth Inducement, “the 
fundamental purpose of the Project and Project Alternatives is to provide an entrance/exit to the 
Wilshire/Rodeo Station on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard thereby delivering improved and 
direct public access to the Beverly Hills Business Triangle, a prime local and regional 
destination, and a key hub for tourism, shopping, and dining experiences. The Project and 
Project Alternatives are expected to improve pedestrian and vehicle access by minimizing 
pedestrian crossings from the southern to northern sides of Wilshire Boulevard. An increase in 
Metro Purple Line Extension ridership that would induce growth is not expected to occur as a 
result of the implementation of the Project and Project Alternatives because a viable station 
portal would exist on the south side of Wilshire Boulevard. The Project and Project Alternatives 
would not include the construction of any residential uses or other uses that would result in an 
increase in the population. Therefore, the Project and Project Alternatives would not result in a 
direct significant growth-inducing impact related to population.” Notwithstanding, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 13-4 

The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would negatively 
impact the environment as it would be an earthquake hazard as well as a methane gas hazard. 
The Westside Subway Extension Final EIS/EIR identified areas near the Wilshire/Fairfax Station 
that exhibit high risk methane zones, which would result in significant impacts. However, with 
the implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-5 and GEO-6, impacts related to methane gas 
exposure would be reduced to less than significant. During construction, gas monitoring and 
detection systems and alarms will be installed, as well as ventilation equipment to dissipate gas 
to safe levels according to Metro’s current design criteria and Cal/OSHA standards for a safe 
work environment. In addition, tunnels and stations will be designed to provide a redundant 
protection system against gas intrusion hazards. The primary protection from hazardous gases 
during operations is provided by the physical barriers (tunnel and station liner membranes) that 
keep gas out of tunnels and stations. 
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As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, “no 
active faults are known to cross the Project or Project Alternatives footprints. With compliance 
with the CBC and UBC regulations, the Project or the Project Alternatives would not directly or 
indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. The Project and Project Alternatives are located 
within the seismically active southern California region, and like all locations within the area, is 
subject to strong seismic ground shaking. The Project and Project Alternatives would be 
designed and constructed in accordance with the latest version of the applicable federal, state, 
and local codes relative to seismic criteria, including the [Uniform Building Code] UBC, 
[California Building Code] CBC, and City Policy for Site-Specific Seismic Fault Investigations. 
The impact to people, buildings, or structures on the project site from strong seismic ground 
shaking would be reduced by the required conformance with applicable building codes and 
accepted engineering practices. With compliance with existing regulations, construction impacts 
as a result of strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.” Additionally, and as 
discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, methane “is the 
main component of natural gas and is associated with agricultural practices and landfills.” The 
Project and Project Alternatives would not include such uses; further, the Project and Project 
Alternatives were not found to potentially emit methane during construction or operation, thus 
falling below permissible threshold and thus not having an impact on the environment. 
Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 13-5 

The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would negatively 
impact the environment as it would increase noise pollution in the community once in operation. 
As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.10, Noise, “the operational components of the 
Project and Project Alternatives would not include any significant aboveground noise sources. 
Any noise generated by operational aboveground components such as entrances to stairwells, 
escalators, and elevators would be below existing ambient noise levels. In addition, the Project 
and Project Alternatives are not anticipated to generate additional vehicle traffic that would add 
substantially to the ambient noise levels in the [Resource Study Area] RSA. Therefore, impacts 
related to operational noise would be less than significant. Any subway-related noise occurring 
would not be attributable to the Project or Project Alternatives, but to other adjacent Metro 
operations that would occur regardless of whether the Project or Project Alternatives are 
constructed.” Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 13-6 

The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would degrade the 
value of homes in the community. As mentioned previously, the Purple Line Extension project 
completed a separate analysis which was certified in May 2012 and includes the analysis of 
potential project impacts on surrounding communities. This comment does not state a specific 
concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.  
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Alexandra Molina <awtmolina@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 5:53 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: North Portal for Rodeo Station- Beverly Drive location support email  
 
CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 
 
________________________________ 
 
Dear Mr. Holzer, 
I am a long-term resident of Beverly Hills and I am voicing my support for the North Portal location on Beverly Drive. 
 
I am vehemently against the proposed Canon Drive location. Canon Drive is only 1 block away from a residential 
neighborhood. A portal at this location would have a deleterious impact on the community feel and safety of the 
neighborhood. The Beverly Drive location is vastly superior as it is closer to the central business district and would better 
serve the riders on the metro. Please do not jeopardize the safety of the residents located next to the metro portal by 
placing the portal on Canon Drive. 
 
I implore you to to select the Beverly Drive location. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Alexandra Molina 
Beverly Hills resident 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All retained E-mails will be treated as a 
Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject 
to the exemptions, of that Act. 
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Comment Letter 14: Molina, Alexandra 

Response 14-1 

The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to 
Response 2-1 for details on the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about 
the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 14-2 

The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, 
specifically stating that this location is too close to residential uses and therefore poses a threat 
to public safety. Please refer to Response 3-4 which discusses public safety as it relates to the 
project alternatives. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 14-3 

The commenter reiterates their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically stating that its 
close proximity to the business district is desirable. Please refer to Response 2-1 which discuss 
the Project location and proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a 
specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
 
 
  



1

 
 

 

 
 
From: MetalMaster <metalmastermusic@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 6:18 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject:  
 

 

Dear Mr. Holzer,  
I am a long-term resident of Beverly Hills and I am voicing my support for the North Portal location on 
Beverly Drive.  
 
I am vehemently against the proposed Canon Drive location. Canon Drive is only 1 block away from a 
residential neighborhood. A portal at this location would have a deleterious impact on the community feel and 
safety of the neighborhood. The Beverly Drive location is vastly superior as it is closer to the central business 
district and would better serve the riders on the metro. Please do not jeopardize the safety of the residents 
located next to the metro portal by placing the portal on Canon Drive.  
 
I implore you to to select the Beverly Drive location.  
 
From  
Eric Traconis the 3rd 
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Comment Letter 15: Traconis, Eric 

Response 15-1 

The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to 
Response 2-1 which discuss the Project location and proximity to the business district. This 
comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment 
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 15-2 

The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, 
specifically stating that this location is too close to residential uses and therefore poses a threat 
to public safety. Please refer to Response 3-4 for information regarding public safety. This 
comment does not state a specific about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 15-3 

The commenter reiterates their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically stating that its 
close proximity to the business district is desirable. Please refer to Response 2-1 for information 
regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific 
concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Laure Molina <laureusc@aol.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 8:06 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: North portal location  
 
CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 
 
________________________________ 
 
Dear Mr. Holzer, 
I am a long-term resident of Beverly Hills and I am voicing my support for the North Portal location on Beverly Drive. 
 
I am vehemently against the proposed Canon Drive location. Canon Drive is only 1 block away from a residential 
neighborhood. A portal at this location would have a deleterious impact on the community feel and safety of the 
neighborhood. The Beverly Drive location is vastly superior as it is closer to the central business district and would better 
serve the riders on the metro. Please do not jeopardize the safety of the residents located next to the metro portal by 
placing the portal on Canon Drive. 
 
I implore you to to select the Beverly Drive location. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Laure Molina 
Beverly Hills resident 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Comment Letter 16: Molina, Laure 

Response 16-1 

The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to 
Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This 
comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment 
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 16-2 

The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, 
specifically stating that this location is too close to residential uses and therefore poses a threat 
to public safety. Please refer to Response 3-4 for information on public safety. This comment 
does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 16-3 

The commenter reiterates their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically stating that its 
close proximity to the business district is desirable. Please refer to Response 2-1 for information 
regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific 
concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Michael Bonert <michaelbonert@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 8:51 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: North portal should be on Beverly Drive.  
 
CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 
 
________________________________ 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
We would very much request and support  the subway north portal to be on Beverly Drive. 
 
Thank you so much, 
 
Michael Bonert. 
273 S. Canon Drive, 
Beverly Hills 90212. 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All retained E-mails will be treated as a 
Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject 
to the exemptions, of that Act. 
 

17-1

Comment Letter 17



Westside Purple Line Rodeo Station North Portal Final EIR 

Page 3-43  |  3.0 Response to Comments on the Draft EIR October 2020 

Comment Letter 17: Bonert, Michael  

Response 17-1 

The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to 
Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This 
comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment 
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 
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From: vivienh55@aol.com <vivienh55@aol.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 8:59 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: subway north portal on beverly dr 
 

 

Hi,  
 This e-mail is to  express my support for the the subway north portal on Beverly Dr.  
   Thank you, 
      Vivien Bonert 
   273 s canon dr, 
  Beverly hills 
   
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All 
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records 
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the 
exemptions, of that Act. 
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Comment Letter 18: Bonert, Vivien  

Response 18-1 

The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to 
Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This 
comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment 
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 
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Via Email Only 
 
 
September 30, 2020 
 
 
Honorable Mayor Lester Friedman & Beverly Hills City Council  
Beverly Hills City Hall 
455 N. Rexford Drive 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 
 
 
Re: Support for Construction of North Portal on North Beverly Drive 
  
 
Dear Mayor Friedman and Members of the Beverly Hills City Council: 
 
 
The City is considering three potential options for a second entrance and exit to the Wilshire/Rodeo 
Subway Station (“North Portal”) being constructed as part of the LA Metro Purple Line Subway 
Extension. 
 
After careful consideration, the Chamber supports the North Portal option on North Beverly Drive (just 
north of Wilshire).  This option will be the most centralized location to access our business district, 
provide a convenient location to utilize the subway and provide a great amenity for our community. 
 
The Chamber recommends the following elements be included in this portal option: 
 

(1) There be provisions for a second escalator to access the station; 
(2) Provisions for bathrooms; 
(3) A shared southbound right turn lane or elimination of the right hand turn lane at North Beverly 

Drive and Wilshire; and  
(4) Provisions for multiple transportation options, including a shuttle bus to take people to and 

from the Wilshire/Rodeo station to other points in the City. 
 
These provisions are important to make sure a North Portal is as effective and attractive as possible for 
residents, businesses and visitors traveling to and from our City.  
 
The Chamber is aware that the North Beverly option will result in a multi-year closure of North Beverly 
Drive between Wilshire Blvd. and Beverly Canon Gardens.  Careful consideration should be given to how 
the business community can work together to manage the impacts of both the pandemic and 

19-1

19-2

19-3

Comment Letter 19



2

construction.  Therefore, the Chamber would like to explore ways, in partnership with the City and 
partner organizations, to mitigate the effects of such a closure.  
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Todd Johnson 
President and CEO 
Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce 
 
CC: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

19-3
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Comment Letter 19: The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce 

Response 19-1 

The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to 
Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This 
comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment 
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 19-2 

The commenter recommends additional design elements for the Project (Beverly Drive), 
including an additional escalator, public restrooms, options for updating the right-hand turn lane 
at North Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard, and shuttle buses to transport subway users to 
other areas in the community. Due to the location of the Project along the west side of Beverly 
Drive, as well as subsurface easements and basements that limit the size of the Project, there 
would not be sufficient space for an additional escalator or for public restrooms. However, the 
City will provide a separate response to inform decision making on the portal location selection. 
The comments regarding updating the right-hand turn lane at North Beverly Drive and Wilshire 
Boulevard, and for shuttle buses to transport subway users to other areas in the community are 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 19-3 

The commenter expresses their desire to see a collaboration between the City and Chamber to 
ensure businesses in the community are not impacted by road closures during construction of 
the Project (Beverly Drive). As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2.6, Construction 
Scenario, work would proceed over longer shift durations and behind a K Rail barrier and would 
follow the work hours stated in the MOA between the City and Metro. Pedestrian routes 
between Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard would require detouring via the next block. After 
the piling and associated activities, traffic control and site boundary could return to the previous 
state and the closure of a second lane of westbound Wilshire Boulevard would no longer be 
required. It is likely that eight metered street parking spaces (four on each side of North Beverly 
Drive) and the existing shuttle zone adjacent to the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel would be 
removed during construction. In addition, bus stops located on Wilshire Boulevard were 
relocated away from the construction zone as part of the Section 2 Purple Line project. The 
relocation of any bus stops would be determined in consultation with relevant bus service 
providers and the City of Beverly Hills. In addition, the City is preparing an analysis of the 
potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, 
which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not required 
analysis under CEQA. 



 
 

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system  
to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

 

  
STATE OF CALIFORNIA------- CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY Gavin Newsom, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7- OFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING 
100 S. MAIN STREET, SUITE 100 
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012 
PHONE  (213) 266-3574 
FAX  (213) 897-1337 
TTY  711 
www.dot.ca.gov 

 

 
 Making Conservation  

a California Way of Life. 
 

October 1, 2020 
 
Jessie Holzer, Transportation Planner 
City of Beverly Hills Community Development Department 
455 North Rexford Drive 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 

 
 
RE:  City of Beverly Hills North Portal Project – 

Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR) 
SCH# 2019090104 
GTS# 07-LA-2019-03350 
Vic. LA-10/ PM 8.583 

 
 
Dear Jessie Holzer:  
 
Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the above referenced project. The proposed project would 
provide a station entrance/exit for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, on the north side of Wilshire 
Boulevard to facilitate direct access from the Wilshire/Rodeo Station to the dense commercial and 
tourism activity center located north of Wilshire Boulevard. Three potential north portal station 
entrance/exit alternatives are being considered: Beverly Drive Alternative; Canon Drive 
Alternative; and Canon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. 
 
The nearest State facility to the proposed project is SR-10. After reviewing the NOP, Caltrans 
does not expect project approval to result in a direct adverse impact to the existing State 
transportation facilities. Caltrans also recommends creating the safest streetscape possible for 
pedestrians and people on bikes. While the project does enhance non-motorized connectivity by 
creating a transit entrance on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard, additional elements should be 
considered to create the most comfortable environment possible for all the people who will be 
walking and biking from the station to their destinations. Wide roadways with numerous travel 
lanes are associated with higher vehicle speeds and less safe conditions for people walking and 
biking. Therefore, shorter crossing distances would greatly benefit transit users and significantly 
improve walkability. 
 
The most effective methods to reduce pedestrian and bicyclist exposure to vehicles is through 
physical design and geometrics. These methods include the construction of physically separated 
facilities such as Class IV bike lanes, sidewalks, pedestrian refuge islands, landscaping, street 
furniture, and reductions in crossing distances through roadway narrowing. Visual indicators such 
as, pedestrian and bicyclist warning signage, flashing beacons, crosswalks, signage, and striping 
should be used in addition to physical design improvements to indicate to motorists that they can 
expect to see and yield to pedestrians and people on bikes.  
 

Comment Letter 20
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Jessie Holzer
October 1, 2020
Page 2

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
to enhance California’s economy and livability”

Additionally, any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials which requires 
use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways will need a Caltrans transportation permit. 
We recommend large size truck trips be limited to off-peak commute periods.

If you have any questions, please contact project coordinator Anthony Higgins, at 
anthony.higgins@dot.ca.gov and refer to GTS# 07-LA-2019-03350.

Sincerely,

MIYA EDMONSON
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
cc:     Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 

Sincerely,

MIYA EDMONSON
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Comment Letter 20: State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

Response 20-1 

The commenter expresses that the alternative locations being considered would not have 
adverse impacts on existing State transportation facilities. This comment does not state a 
specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the 
Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.  

Response 20-2 

The commenter recommends that to ensure pedestrian safety, as the project would increase 
pedestrian traffic, physical design methods such as bike lanes, sidewalks, pedestrian refuge 
islands, landscaping, street furniture, and reductions in crossing distances through roadway 
narrowing, as well as signage for such infrastructure, should be implemented. As discussed in 
Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, one of the primary purposes of the project is to 
provide direct access from the north side of Wilshire Boulevard to the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple 
Line Station, as well as to increase pedestrian safety. This comment does not state a specific 
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft 
EIR. No further response to this comment is required.  

Response 20-3 

The commenter advises that construction vehicles affiliated with the Project are required to 
obtain a transportation permit if the vehicles are to travel on State highways. This comment 
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental 
impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.  
 
  



301 N. Beverly Drive 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 

Thursday, October 1, 2020 

To the esteemed members of the Beverly hills City Council 

Il Fornaio restaurant located at 301 North Beverly drive, respectfully asks the 
councilmembers to consider how detrimental the selection of the north portal 
station in Beverly drive will be for our business (as well for other businesses 
located in the same street area). We do understand that Metro is a necessity and 
when completed it will probably bring more clientele, but we are just afraid that 
construction period ( about 3 years) and the connected street closure will be 
devastating for our business and we may not be here to benefit the good that Metro 
will bring to the city , its residents and businesses.  Il Fornaio has been part of this 
community for the past 38 years and has been impacted by the metro construction 
already last year with a notable decline in sales. 2020 has brought a terrible 
challenge with the pandemic and after being closed for 3 months we are currently 
just surviving (also thanks to the wonderful city OPEN BH program) in hope of 
better times. Definitely knowing that our street will be closed to traffic for 3 years 
is not something we expected and look forward to. We are at risk at closing down 
already and we can only imagine how the street closure will impact our business 
already suffering and struggling. I understand that other businesses will be in same 
situation and it is a hard decision, but just wanted to point out how the 
environmental and safety studies show no difference between Canon and Beverly 
as far as impact for the community, but Canon has already been closed and it 
seems with no problem for business around. We really want to stay in the 
community for many years to come, and we ask to consider all elements before 
making your decision and help as much as possible especially in such challenging 
and unprecedented times. Thanks for your consideration, your time and your work 

Respectfully and grateful 

Maria D’auria 

Managing Partner- Il Fornaio and resident 

Comment Letter 21
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Comment Letter 21: Il Fornaio Restaurant 

Response 21-1 

The commenter expresses their opposition to the Project (Beverly Drive) and Project 
Alternatives. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further 
response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 21-2 

The commenter expresses their concern for the future of the restaurant, stating that the 
construction period and affiliated road closures would negatively impact business, especially 
during the current conditions of the COVID-19 pandemic. An economic analysis of impacts on 
businesses is not required under CEQA. However, the City is conducting an economic analysis 
and those results will be communicated at future City Council meeting(s) where the project will 
be considered. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 21-3 

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not mention impacts to the community and 
alleges that the Draft EIR wrongfully compares the Project to the Project Alternatives regarding 
this type of impact, stating that they would not have similar impacts. Discussions of possible 
impacts to the surrounding community are addressed in a majority of the environmental sections 
of the Draft EIR. For example, noise impacts on residential uses in the area (Section 3.10, 
Noise) and air quality impacts to local sensitive receptors or uses in the community (Section 3.2, 
Air Quality) are discussed in the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Jason Lorin <jasonwithaplomb@icloud.com>  
Sent: Monday, October 5, 2020 10:53 AM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: Subway north portal 
 
CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 
 
________________________________ 
 
I support the subway north portal being placed on Beverly dr. 
 
Thanks, Jeanette Lorin 
329 South Canon Dr., 
 
 

Comment Letter 22
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Comment Letter 22: Lorin, Jeanette 

Response 22-1 

The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to 
Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project. This comment does not state a specific 
concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
  



   
 

 

 

 

October 5, 2020 
 
Jessie Holzer 
City of Beverly Hills, Community Development Department 
455 North Rexford Drive 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 
Sent by Email: northportal@beverlyhills.org  

RE:  Westside Purple Line Extension Wilshire/Rodeo Station North Portal Project  
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) – Metro Comments 

Dear Ms. Holzer: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the Westside Purple Line Extension Wilshire/Rodeo 
Station North Portal Project (Project). The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) 
greatly appreciates the ongoing coordination efforts that have occurred to date between the City of Beverly Hills 
(City) and Metro to implement the Westside Purple Line Extension project. 

Metro has reviewed the DEIR for the Project and would like to request the following clarification: 

For the Canon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, please clarify the height of the vertical shaft and describe 
its extent, noting where it starts below grade and how far it extends above grade. The document 
describes ”an approximately 52-foot-tall ventilation shaft at the southeastern corner of the site...that 
extends 40 feet above the portal, which would be 12 feet tall.” This is referenced in several sections of 
the DEIR, including the Executive Summary, Section 2.5.4, Section 3.1, Section 5.2, and Section 5.9. 

Metro looks forward to continuing coordination with the City and Project Team as the Project progresses. 
Technical review and coordination on design and construction are critical for a safe and successful Project.  
Should you have any questions, contact Michael McKenna, Executive Officer for the Westside Purple Line 
Extension Section 2 project. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Shine Ling, AICP 
Manager, Development Review 
Transit Oriented Communities 
 
 
cc: David Mieger, Senior Executive Officer, Countywide Planning & Development 
 Michael McKenna, Executive Officer, Westside Purple Line Extension Section 2 

Shine Ling, AICPCPCPCPCPPCPCPP
Manager, Develolololololololoololoolololollollll pm
T it O i t dd C
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Comment Letter 23: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

Response 23-1 

The commenter expresses introductory comments and their appreciation for the ongoing 
coordination between the City and Metro to implement the Westside Purple Line Extension. This 
comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. However, the City appreciates 
Metro’s review of the Draft EIR, as well as the ongoing coordination efforts taking place related 
to the Project and the larger Westside Purple Line Extension project.  

Response 23-2 

The commenter expresses clarification on the height of the vertical shaft at the Cañon Drive 
Staging Yard Alternative. The project element in question is a ventilation shaft providing both 
intake and discharge functions. Regarding the starting point below grade, per Metro 
construction drawings, this structure is designed to connect to the main station box currently 
under construction in order to provide ventilation needs. Regarding the height above grade, in 
order to be consistent with Metro’s Design Criteria and Standards – Adjacent Construction 
Design Manual Section 3.3, air discharge may not take place within 40 feet of a station entrance 
or portal. The height of this portal is 12 feet; therefore, the top of the ventilation shaft will be 52 
feet above grade in order to be consistent with the Metro Design Criteria and Standards.  

Response 23-3 

The commenter reiterates their appreciation for the ongoing coordination between the City and 
Metro, which includes technical and design review in order to ensure safety. This comment does 
not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. However, the City agrees that technical review 
and coordination on design and construction are essential for a safe and successful project. 
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October 6, 2020 

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL:  ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION 

Via E-mail (northportal@beverlyhills.org) 

Jessie Holzer 
Transportation Planner 
City of Beverly Hills Community Development 
Department 
455 North Rexford Drive 
Beverly Hills, California 90210 

Re: Beverly Wilshire LP Comment Letter on the Rodeo Station North Portal Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”)  

Dear Jessie: 

This firm represents Beverly Wilshire Owner LP (“BW”), the owner of 9465 Wilshire Boulevard 
and 235-296 Beverly Drive (the “Properties”) in the City of Beverly Hills (the “City”).  The 
Properties occupy the entirety of the westerly side of Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard 
and Dayton Way.  BW looks forward to reasonable congestion relief and pedestrian improvements 
in the vicinity of the proposed Rodeo Station North Portal (the “Project”).  Nevertheless, the 
Project analyzed in the City’s Westside Purple Line Rodeo Station North Portal Environmental 
Impact Report (the “EIR”) is highly problematic: it would increase pedestrian conflicts with 
vehicular traffic; would increase traffic congestion; and would create unacceptable significant 
construction impacts. Additionally, as a threshold matter, the Project proposes improvements 
within an existing easement under the Properties’ sidewalks and there is no disclosure or analysis 
of the Project’s conflicts or impacts related to the easement.  As such, while efforts should be made 
to enhance access from the Golden Triangle to the Rodeo Station, the Project does not achieve the 
City’s stated goals; conflicts with the existing easement; and has unacceptable significant 
environmental impacts that were not disclosed or analyzed. 

Comment Letter 24
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I. Project Description Inadequacies 

An Environmental Impact Report must include an accurate and informative description of baseline 
environmental conditions, list proposed entitlements and permits, and include a stable and accurate 
project description.  The EIR fails on all counts. 

A. Failure to Describe BW’s Existing Easement Under Entirety of Wilshire 
Boulevard and Beverly Drive Sidewalks 

The EIR fails to acknowledge the existing easement the Properties possess for the subsurface area 
under the Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard sidewalks.  Instrument No. 3376, recorded July 
5, 1960 in Los Angeles County grants an easement to the Properties for: 

“All area below the sidewalk and the parkway extending from the property line to 
the curbline and down to a point approximately 43’ below the sidewalk; except 
topmost 2’ between the edge of the sidewalk and the curbline and the four locations 
where tree boxes and electrolier space shall be left as shown on the attached 
drawings.” 

The easement covers the entirety of the sidewalk subsurface area except for tree boxes and street 
lights in a handful of locations.  In addition to providing an area for parking, the subsurface area 
is necessary for lateral support for the existing subterranean parking garage and the 9465 Wilshire 
Boulevard building. See attached Survey showing the limits of the easement going to the outer 
edge of the abutting sidewalks.  The Project would conflict with the easement rights under the 
sidewalk, and there is no disclosure or analysis of this conflict.  EIR Figure 2-7 shows the Project’s 
use of the sidewalk subsurface, particularly in the area closest to Wilshire Boulevard.  EIR Figure 
2-4 similarly shows the Project within the easement area.   

The California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires an Environmental Impact Report 
to describe the existing physical conditions in the vicinity of a project.  CEQA Guidelines § 
15125(a) states that: 

“An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 
vicinity of the project.  This environmental setting will normally constitute the 
baseline physical conditions by which a Lead Agency determines whether the 
impact is significant.”   

By failing to provide a description of the easement within which the City proposes physical 
improvements that would conflict with the easement, the City has failed to accurately describe the 
existing physical conditions.  Additionally, by failing to accurately describe the existing physical 
conditions, the City impermissibly has put its thumb on the scale that would otherwise make 
permitting and constructing the Project more difficult than any of the other build alternatives. 
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Should the City disclose the easement and conflicts, because modification of the easement would 
appear to be a necessary (and heretofore undisclosed) component of the Project, the EIR also fails 
to accurately describe the entitlements necessary to permit the Project.  CEQA Guidelines § 
15124(d)(1)(B) requires that the EIR include “[a] list of permits and other approvals required to 
implement the project.”   

“An EIR is an informational document which will inform public agency 
decisionmakers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect of 
a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe 
reasonable alternatives to the project.”   

CEQA Guidelines § 15121(A). 

By omitting a discussion of the easement and the construction within the easement area held by 
BW, the EIR thwarts CEQA’s requirement for informed decisionmaking. 

B. The EIR Fails to Provide a Stable and Accurate Project Description 

CEQA requires that the EIR provide a stable and accurate project description so as to further 
informed decisionmaking.  County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, held 
“an accurate, stable and finite project description [is] the sine qua non of an informative and legally 
sufficient EIR.”  Here, the EIR provides conflicting locations for the Project. As stated earlier, EIR 
Figures 2-4 and 2-7 show the location of the Project.  However, EIR Figure 3.1-1 shows a different 
configuration in conflict with EIR Figures 2-4 and 2-7.  It is difficult to tell what the City actually 
proposes due to the conflicting figures, and this thwarts informed decisionmaking.  Nevertheless, 
if Figures 2-4 and 2-7 do show the general location of the Project, BW does not consent to the 
conflict with the existing easement.  Importantly, the EIR must have discussion of this conflict. 

In any event, these figures are all misleading since they do not accurately depict the Beverly Drive 
sidewalk configuration.  According to the attached Survey, the width of the public sidewalk 
abutting the Properties is 12 feet.  Instead of a solid flat building wall fronting Beverly Drive that 
is incorrectly depicted in EIR Figures 2-6 and 2-7, the easterly ground floor wall of 9465 Wilshire 
Boulevard steps out in a saw-tooth manner 2.81 feet up to the easterly property line.  Thus, there 
is nearly 20 percent less pedestrian space in a number of areas than depicted on the EIR’s drawings.  
There simply is not substantial width along the Beverly Drive sidewalk as assumed.  EIR Figure 
2-6 makes it seem that there is unimpeded private sidewalk west of the 9465 Wilshire Boulevard 
property line, but there are building appurtenances along the Beverly Drive frontage making the 
sidewalk in fact narrower than depicted on the figures in the EIR.  Importantly, if portions of the 
sidewalk are approximately 20 percent narrower than described, not only is the description of the 
existing and proposed conditions inaccurate, it further underscores that this is not the appropriate 
location for the portal. 
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II. Project Does Not Achieve Its Stated Objectives 

The Project fails to achieve these two stated Project objectives: 

 Improve pedestrian [sic] and avoid significant degradation of vehicular flow in the 
vicinity of the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line Stations 

 Minimize pedestrian street crossings on Wilshire Boulevard 

See EIR p. ES-4. 

A. Transportation Impacts 

1. Operations 

The EIR provides zero evidence to support the purported goal that it would improve pedestrian 
conditions and avoid significant degradation of vehicular flow in the vicinity of the Project.  Even 
though there would be removal of the southbound right turn lane on Beverly Drive and removal 
of the northbound left turn lane on Beverly Drive into the Properties, there is no analysis to support 
the conclusion that there would be avoidance of significant degradation of vehicle flow.   

The City’s General Plan identifies Beverly Drive as the only regional north-southbound street in 
the Golden Triangle intersecting Wilshire Boulevard.  See General Plan Map CIR 1.  Additionally, 
the General Plan identifies Beverly Drive as a designated truck route.  See General Plan Map CIR 
3.  The General Plan Circulation Element identifies these important goals and policies: 

CIR 1.1 Roadway Improvements. Study and implement opportunities for 
improving traffic flow on City roadways during Peak hours. Work collaboratively 
with regional agencies and adjacent jurisdictions to coordinate interface of adjacent 
roadways. (Imp. 3.7)  

CIR 1.2 Intersection Improvements. Study and implement opportunities for 
capacity improvements at City intersections, such as the intersection of Wilshire 
Boulevard and North Santa Monica Boulevard, to improve traffic flows along 
major roadways. Work collaboratively with regional agencies and adjacent 
jurisdictions to help improve the capacity at these intersections. (Imp. 3.7) 

CIR 1.4a Strive to maintain vehicle flow on City roadways and intersections. 
Congestion may be accepted, provided that provisions are made to improve the 
overall system and/or promote non-motorized transportation, such as bicycling and 
walking, as part of a development or City-initiated project. (Imp. 3.7)  

CIR 1.4b Strive to maintain operations on regional roadways. Regional roadways 
are defined as arterial facilities in which at least 25-percent of the vehicular traffic 
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is passing through the City without an origin or destination in the City. Traffic 
volumes and associated congestion on regional roadways are primarily the result of 
land use growth in surrounding jurisdictions and out of the City's control. The City 
shall continue to improve operations along regional roadways, as feasible, such as 
by implementing advanced signal and intersection technologies that improve traffic 
flow and optimize traffic signal timing and coordination to reduce travel time and 
delay. (Imp. 3.7) 

Additionally, the Beverly Hills Complete Streets Plan (“Complete Streets”) identifies Wilshire 
Boulevard as having the most injury collisions by far and 19 percent of all injury collisions in the 
City.  See Complete Streets, p. 64.  Clearly, the General Plan and other City policies recognize that 
there is a lot of traffic on Beverly Drive at Wilshire Boulevard; the most injury collisions happen 
on Wilshire Boulevard; and that Beverly Drive is a key route for trucks and regional traffic.  

There is no analysis to support the EIR’s  implicit conclusion that there are no conflicts with these 
goals and policies.1  Removal of the southbound Beverly Drive turn lane, which would reduce 
southbound Beverly Drive lane capacity substantially, would cause significant queueing in the 
shared through/right turn lane on southbound Beverly Drive as a result of the regional and truck 
traffic combined with pedestrian traffic along the westerly leg of the Beverly Drive/Wilshire 
Boulevard intersection.  Even though the City does not permit now or in the future legal left turns 
on southbound Beverly Drive to eastbound Wilshire Boulevard, motorists, especially entitled 
drivers or tourists, make that illegal left turn to eastbound Wilshire Boulevard.  The consequence 
is that with heavy traffic, as well as pedestrians crossing Wilshire Boulevard blocking the 
southbound Beverly Drive shared  through/right lane, and blockage of the left southbound Beverly 
Drive lane for motorists making illegal left turns to eastbound Wilshire Boulevard, there would be 
blockage of southbound Beverly Drive at Wilshire Boulevard.  The EIR has zero analysis of this 
situation.2  Even with SB 743’s emphasis on Vehicle Miles Traveled, the gridlocking of this 
intersection would (1) conflict with the Project’s stated goal of “[i]mprove pedestrian [sic] and 
avoid significant degradation of vehicular flow in the vicinity of the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line 
Stations”; (2) would increase Vehicle Miles Traveled as motorists would use alternative and more 
lengthy routes to avoid the gridlock; (3) would create an unacceptable hazard to emergency 

                                                 
1 The General Plan policies and goals are derivative of the General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report.  See 
the references within the cited policies and goals to impacts, such as “Imp. 3.7.” CEQA Guidelines Appendix G 
Land Use question (b) requires analysis as to whether the Project would “[c]ause a significant environmental impact 
due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating and 
environmental effect.”  Moreover, CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d) similarly requires that “[t]he EIR shall 
discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans and regional 
plans.”  The EIR fails to do the required land use conflicts analysis and there is no substantial evidence to support 
the conclusion that there is a less than significant impact. 
2 The EIR does not address the shifting over of vehicular traffic to the east as a result of the Project’s widened 
sidewalk on the northwest leg of Beverly Drive at Wilshire Boulevard in the context of maintaining safe conditions.  
Due to the intersecting angles of through traffic on Beverly Drive, analysis of the geometry and whether sufficient 
lane width with the angled intersection must be addressed to make sure that the change in lanes does not exacerbate 
or create unsafe conditions for motorists and pedestrians. 
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vehicles who would struggle to get through the congested intersection; and (4) would conflict with 
important aforementioned City goals and policies.  As such, there is no substantial evidence to 
support the EIR’s statement on p. 3.12-17 that the installation is not expected to increase vehicle 
travel flows or increase vehicle miles traveled in the study area.  In order to avoid new congestion 
and the removal of the northbound left turn lane into the Properties’ parking garage, motorists will 
have to drive around the block or two (which is further impeded by Dayton Way’s one-way 
direction). 

While the proposed portal would surely cause some subway riders to avoid crossing Wilshire 
Boulevard at grade, there is already a heavy amount of pedestrian traffic crossing Wilshire 
Boulevard and there will be an increase in pedestrian traffic crossing Wilshire Boulevard even 
with the portal in future conditions as pedestrian mobility increases.  Without any commitment to 
provide copious signage to direct pedestrians underground, or to allow non-subway riders 
subterranean access, there is no commitment that would minimize pedestrian street crossings on 
Wilshire Boulevard.  As a result, as proposed, the Project would cause the southbound shared 
through/right turn lane to be completely backed up, especially during peak hours.  Further, without 
adequate and clear signage, there would be more pedestrian activity crossing Wilshire Boulevard, 
even with a portal, especially as not everyone would be using the portal to get to the north side of 
Wilshire Boulevard.  The EIR does not take these factors into account. And while there may be 
robust use of the portal, the changed configuration would represent a dramatic change to existing 
conditions which was not taken into account in the EIR.  Moreover, the safety implications of 
reducing one lane of traffic with substantially increased pedestrian traffic were also not taken into 
account.  Bicycle safety impacts were not taken into account either with the reduction in roadway.       

Without removal of right turns at southbound Beverly Drive to westbound Wilshire Boulevard, or 
without the removal of a pedestrian crossing at grade at the west leg of this intersection across 
Wilshire Boulevard, there will be significant increases in conflicts that undermine the stated 
Project objectives.  The Canon alternatives are preferable due to the avoidance of the General 
Plan’s designation of Beverly Drive as a regional route which heighten the pedestrian and 
vehicular conflicts at this location.  While BW does not wish to design the Project for the City, the 
absence of reasonable alternatives is surprising, such as an absence of a pedestrian bridge over 
Wilshire Boulevard or a full tunnel/pedestrian passageway under Wilshire Boulevard for 
pedestrians who are not using the subway that would seemingly avoid many of these pedestrian 
safety and level of service conflicts.  

Whether in the Land Use, Hazards, or Transportation Section, the EIR completely fails to analyze 
conflicts with these important policies and goals affecting Land Use and Transportation.  When 
the City proposes to reduce capacity at the Wilshire Boulevard/Beverly Drive intersection (without 
looking at the level of service impacts in contravention of the City’s own General Plan policies 
and goals), and the removal of a necessary left turn lane on northbound Beverly Drive to the 
Property’s parking garage, there would be a significant impairment of operations.  Combined with 
the increase in pedestrian activity and the reduction in roadway capacity, there will not be a 
maintenance of existing operations on roadways, and thus, the creation of direct conflicts which 
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derive from the City’s General Plan Update EIR.  The law requires analysis, disclosure, and 
mitigation for these significant land use and transportation impacts. 

2. Valet, Queueing, and Drop-Off Impacts Not Adequately Analyzed or 
Mitigated 

Surely the intent of the Project is to increase ridership on the subway.  However, this should not 
come at the expense of destroying the existing valet operations appurtenant to the Properties.  
Moreover, the EIR states that approximately 13 percent of Metro riders are dropped off.  
Considering that Beverly Drive is a regional route, the limited north-south transportation options 
in the vicinity of the Project site, and the proliferation of ride-sharing, it is reasonable to assume 
that a much greater percentage of subway riders will be dropped off near the North Portal.  There 
simply is no space for drop-off/pick-up or ride share adjacent to the Project even though it is 
obvious that there will be drop-off and pick-up that would degrade levels of service in the Project 
vicinity.  Perhaps there should be a designated drop-off and pick-up location in the City-owned 
parking lot on the east side of Beverly Drive.  Without an alternative, not only would there be 
illegal drop-off and pick-up, but there would be unsafe conditions considering the narrow widths 
of the proposed southbound Beverly Drive lanes.  CEQA Appendix G Transportation Question (c) 
requires analysis of whether the Project would substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature.  Here, with the roadway narrowing, the introduction of a 12 foot high building 
inches away from moving traffic that would visually and unsafely block visibility for the Beverly 
Drive mid-block crosswalk and the Property’s driveway, removal of the northbound left turn lane 
into the Property’s garage, the removal of valet parking, the increase in pedestrian activity, and the 
absence of a drop-off/pick-up location would all cause significant increase in hazards.  The EIR 
does not have any substantial evidence that there will not be a significant impact.  BW proposes 
mitigation that could include using the City owned parking lot across the street as drop-off/pick-
up; addition of a valet/drop-off location on Beverly Drive; or selection of the alternatives where 
these impacts would not happen, at least not to the same degree. 

B. Construction Impacts 

1. Transportation 

After already enduring existing construction impacts due to the construction of the subway, the 
Project would inflict more severe construction impacts on Beverly Drive by shutting it down to 
through traffic for several years.  The EIR’s proposed mitigation measure TRA-D does little to 
mitigate the significant impact.  It states that emergency vehicle access would be maintained, but 
if  the roadway is closed for years, there is no information how this would be accomplished.  Unless 
there is magic, there is no way emergency service providers can directly bypass the street closure.  
Requiring coordination with emergency providers without any steps to assure adequate access does 
not mitigate the impact on the closure of this regional route, as defined by the City’s own 
Circulation Element of the General Plan. 
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The Traffic Control Plans required in mitigation measure TRA-A must specifically add 
replacement valet parking and drop-off, at no cost to BW, that would be removed as a result of the 
construction of the Project.  More robust measures in addition to simply identifying access to 
businesses during construction must be identified and required.  Simply closing Beverly Drive 
with no access to Wilshire Boulevard would be a catastrophe and measures to speed up the 
anticipated construction schedule would be critical. 

2. Vibration and Noise 

The EIR proposes soldier piles to construct the Project.3  There is zero information why such 
invasive, loud and vibratory construction technique would be necessary here and why alternatives 
would not be proposed.  The EIR identifies the 9465 Wilshire Boulevard building as a potential 
historic resource,4 but does not impose the heightened vibratory thresholds applicable to historic 
resources.  Moreover, EIR Table 3.10-11 Predicted Ground-borne Vibration Levels indicates that 
the closest construction point is 17 feet away from the 9465 Wilshire Boulevard building.  
However, Figure 2-6 shows that the Project construction would immediately abut the 9465 
Wilshire Boulevard subterranean parking garage with no separation.  Further, demolition of the 
ground level canopy at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard would be on-site, with no 17 foot separation.  
Thus, the stated vibration level of 0.089 PPV (in/sec) substantially underestimates the vibration 
impact.  Moreover, the 0.3 PPV in/sec threshold does not reflect the more stringent vibration 
standard that would be applicable to more vibration sensitive historic resources.  The standard 
should be 0.12 PPV in/sec due to the City’s classification of the 9465 Wilshire Boulevard building 
as a historic resource.  Thus, with the lower threshold applicable to sensitive historic resources and 
the higher vibration levels that would occur as a result of the proximity of the 9465 Wilshire 
Boulevard building to vibration causing activities, there would be new significant impacts that 
would require recirculation.  To the extent that there is mitigation for vibration impacts on the 
historic resource, while mitigation measure CUL-B requires a future pre-construction survey, there 
is only deferred analysis and no standards listed that would reduce the impact to less than 
significant.  Studying in the future the “soil, groundwater, seismic, and environmental conditions 
along the alignment” near 9465 Wilshire Boulevard does not give the public or BW any idea as to 
the actual construction methods that would be used to keep the vibration impact less than 
significant.  Moreover, if the construction methods are not known now to reduce vibration below 
the applicable threshold,5 it’s impossible to know that the vibration impacts would be less than or 

                                                 
3 EIR p. 2-26. 
4 See EIR p. 3.4-10: “The building was previously found eligible for the NRHP [National Register of Historic 
Properties] under Criterion C and the CRHR [California Register of Historic Resources] under Criterion 3 for its 
embodiment of the Neo-Expressionist style, including its distorted and curved shape, elevated main mass, lack of 
symmetry, smooth exterior walls, and ribbon windows. The Wilshire Beverly Center meets the definition of a 
historical resource under CEQA (Metro 2012a).” 
5 Mitigation measure CUL-B defers to a future time the “development of appropriate support mechanisms and 
measures for cut and cover piling and excavation within construction areas.” 
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greater than the assumed vibration levels.  See EIR p. 3.10-23.  CEQA does not permit deferred 
analysis with no binding commitments to reduce significant impacts to less than significant.  

With respect to noise as a result of construction, BW understands that construction can be noisy, 
and appreciates the 12 foot high sound wall and effective noise control devices that the City 
proposes as mitigation in NOI-A and NOI-B.  However, the construction noticing to commercial 
tenants and owners is absent in NOI-G and NOI-H.  Notice should be given to nearby businesses 
and non-residential owners too; the mitigation measures should be changed accordingly.  BW’s 
preference would be for a shorter construction duration, even if it means early morning, evening,  
or weekend construction hours. 

3. Utility Relocation 

The EIR in Section 3.14 does not provide any required mitigation for utility relocation.  EIR page 
3.14-11 states that there would be 30 day notice to businesses for utility interruption, but this is 
not actually a binding requirement.  Considering the wide variety of professional uses within the 
Properties, utility relocation notice to businesses must be a binding requirement in the form of 
enforceable mitigation.  Additionally, the EIR is silent with utility relocation necessary for the 
proposed removal of 9465 Wilshire Boulevard’s canopy.  There are utilities within the structural 
component that the Project would remove.  There would need to be a lot more than 30 days’ notice 
to BW.  Instead, any such construction needs to be closely coordinated, and subject to a number 
of requirements so as to not unreasonably interfere with the operations of the Properties. 

C. Other Issues 

1. Lighting and Safety 

The Project would bring numerous public transit patrons into the Golden Triangle.  For safety 
purposes, the Project should have robust lighting, patrols and safety protocols to ensure an inviting 
and safe atmosphere for all.  The EIR contains mitigation measure AES-B for lighting, stating: 
“AES-B: During nighttime construction activities lighting, including “down lighting,” shall be 
directed toward the interior of the construction staging area and shall be shielded so that it would 
not spill over into adjacent light-sensitive areas.”  Because there could be significant public safety 
impacts, there needs to be a mitigation measure for operations that would illuminate the Portal and 
the area around it to provide a safe environment for all.  The EIR does not have any mitigation 
measures for public services.  Surely, the portal could become an attractive nuisance such that 
individuals could sleep within the portal; loiter; or engage in undesirable or anti-social activities.  
So as to not cause a drain on City resources that may require a police substation or the need for 
BW to retain additional private security, the City must commit to limitations on the hours of 
operation; a code of conduct; trash and vermin maintenance; CCTV; frequent police/security 
patrols; emergency communications; and Community Policing Through Environmental Design 
(“CPTED”).  The EIR is wholly absent this analysis and mitigation.  More needs to be added.  
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III. Conclusion 

BW supports increased mobility.  But the Project design right now fails to take into account the 
existing easement under the entirety of the Properties’ sidewalks; it reduces vehicular capacity that 
would exacerbate conflicts with pedestrians; it fails to provide sufficient and adequate mitigation 
to address safety, transportation, noise, and vibration concerns; it fails to look at reasonable 
alternatives, such as a full tunnel under or bridge over Wilshire Boulevard for all pedestrians; and 
it fails to look at the harm done to existing businesses due to the removal of valet/loading and the 
several years’ harm due to the street closure.  BW strongly recommends that the City not certify 
the EIR for the Project; that the City take into account stakeholder concerns regarding the 
significant environmental impacts that would be caused by the Project; and that if the City chooses 
to move forward with certification of the EIR, it add substantially more mitigation and select one 
of the alternatives, and not the Beverly Drive site for the North Portal. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

HOLLAND & KNIGHT LLP 

 

Ryan Leaderman 
Partner 

RML 
 
Attachment (Survey) 
 
cc: Keith Fink 

Teresa Chauvin 
Karl Lott 
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Comment Letter 24: Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) 

Response 24-1 

The commenter expresses introductory remarks and explains that the comment letter is in 
regards to 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and 235-296 Beverly Drive (the “Properties”), which occupy 
the entire western side of Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way. The 
owner of the Properties is Beverly Wilshire Owner LP (“BW”). It is stated that the Project 
analyzed in the Draft EIR is “highly problematic.” Lastly, the commenter summarizes the 
contents of the letter and the areas of concern regarding pedestrian conflicts, traffic, 
construction impacts, an existing easement, project goals, and significant environmental 
impacts. Detailed responses to these specific areas of concern are located below in Response 
24-2 through Response 24-16.

Response 24-2 

The commenter summarizes that the Draft EIR does not include an accurate and informative 
description of baseline environmental conditions, list proposed entitlements and permits, and 
include a stable and accurate project description. The commenter then discusses detailed 
comments regarding BW’s existing easement beneath the entirety of Wilshire Boulevard and 
Beverly Drive sidewalks, adjacent to the location of the Project (Beverly Drive). The commenter 
also provided survey plans that show the location of the subsurface easement. 

It should be noted that a detailed design of the Project (Beverly Drive) has not been completed 
and is not required to be completed for the Draft EIR under CEQA. As such, the level of detail of 
all figures, graphics, and site plans in the Draft EIR that illustrate the Project are at a conceptual 
level. A conceptual outline of the basement associated with 9465 Wilshire Boulevard is shown 
on Figure 2-7 of Chapter 2, Project Description within the Draft EIR. The detailed design of the 
Project has not yet been completed. However, the City and project team have conducted an 
initial review of the detailed survey plans of the subsurface easement provided by the 
commenter. It has been determined that, although the existing easement would be located 
adjacent to the Project subsurface concourse level, the Project would not encroach onto the 
existing easement. As such, Figure 2-7 has been revised to illustrate this in Chapter 2, 
Clarifications and Modifications of the Final EIR. In addition, clarifications have been made in 
Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, which can be reviewed in Chapter 2, 
Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. If the Beverly Drive location is selected, as part 
of the future detailed design process, encroachment onto the existing subsurface easement 
would be avoided. In addition, the City would coordinate with BW as needed in the process of 
completing the final design and constructing the North Portal. 

In addition, the City holds an easement in, over, and under the subject property described as 
9465 Wilshire boulevard for a subway portal (City Agreement No. 95-08; Los Angeles County 
Recorder No. 20080929154), which was granted to the City in 2008, long after the 1960 
easement discussed in the comment. The easement grants the City use of that property for “the 
construction, operation, maintenance, improvement and repair/replacement (as necessary) of 
an entrance or ‘portal’ (and related improvements) to a subway station to be constructed under 
Wilshire Boulevard in the City of Beverly Hills, California.” The only limitations on the use of this 
property for a subway portal is that the surface area at ground level may not exceed 300 square 
feet, the portal may not block access or materially affect the structural integrity of the building or 
cause the loss of parking spaces on the property. As described above, the City does not 
anticipate encroaching into the property and existing easement in order to build the North Portal. 
In the unlikely event that an encroachment is required during the final design process, the City 
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would verify that the encroachment is consistent with the terms of the 2008 subway portal 
easement. 

Related to the discussion above, the commenter states that Figure 2-7 in the Draft EIR shows 
the Project’s use of the sidewalk subsurface, particularly in the area closest to Wilshire 
Boulevard. In addition, the commenter states that Figure 2-4 in the Draft EIR shows the Project 
within the easement area. As stated above, a review of the detailed survey plan has been 
conducted and Figure 2-7 has been revised for accuracy to show that the Project subsurface 
concourse level would not encroach onto the existing easement. Figure 2-4 represents only a 
conceptual level of detail that is not to scale. Due to the angle of the aerial photography that was 
available for use in the figure, the sidewalk along the west side of Beverly Drive is not 
completely visible as it is blocked by the multi-level building at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard. As 
such, the illustration of the Project on this figure should be considered conceptual. In addition, a 
detailed design has not yet been completed. However, a review of the detailed survey plan has 
been conducted and the Project subsurface concourse level would not encroach onto the 
existing easement. If the Beverly Drive location is selected, as part of the future detailed design 
process, encroachment onto the existing subsurface easement would be avoided.  

The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include a description of the existing easement 
as part of the description of the existing environmental setting. A conceptual outline of the 
basement associated with 9465 Wilshire Boulevard is shown on Figure 2-7 of Chapter 2, Project 
Description within the Draft EIR. The detailed design of the Project has not yet been completed. 
However, the City and project team has conducted an initial review of the detailed survey plans 
of the subsurface easement provided by the commenter. It has been determined that, although 
the existing easement would be located adjacent to the Project subsurface concourse level, the 
Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. As such, Figure 2-7 has been revised to 
illustrate this in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of the Final EIR. In addition, 
clarifications have been made in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, which can be 
reviewed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. The clarifications 
include details regarding the existing easement. No modification of the existing easement would 
be necessary. 

A discussion of the permits and approvals required to implement the Project or a Project 
Alternative is included in Section 2.9 (Required Permits and Approvals).  

Response 24-3 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR provides conflicting locations for the Project (Beverly 
Drive) and that, as a result, a stable and accurate project description is not provided in the EIR. 
To exemplify the point the commenter states that Figure 2-4, Figure 2-7, and Figure 3.1-1 are 
not consistent in terms of the location or configuration of the Project. Figure 2-4 and Figure 
3.1-1 are meant to be conceptual overviews of the Project. As mentioned in Response 24-2, 
Figure 2-7 has been revised and is included in Chapter 2, Modifications and Clarifications of the 
Final EIR.  

The location of the Project can be viewed on Figure 2-3 of the Draft EIR (Location of the Project 
[Beverly Drive] and Project Alternatives). Detailed and consistent narrative descriptions of the 
location of the Project can be found in multiple sections or subsections of the Draft EIR including 
Executive Summary on page ES-3 and Section 2.4 Project Setting and Location. A detailed 
narrative description of the Project characteristics can be found in Executive Summary on page 
ES-5 and Section 2.5 Project Alternatives. As previously mentioned in Response 24-2, the 
detailed design of the Project has not yet been completed. However, the City and project team 
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have conducted an initial review of the detailed survey plans of the subsurface easement 
provided by the commenter. It has been determined that, although the existing easement would 
be located adjacent to the Project subsurface concourse level, the Project would not encroach 
onto the existing easement. The detailed design process would avoid the conflict with the 
easement.  

Response 24-4 

The commenter states that the proposed sidewalk configuration for the Project (Beverly Drive) 
along the west side of Beverly Drive is not accurately depicted on Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7. 
The sidewalk width depicted in the EIR figures accurately takes into account the east facing 
terrazzo walls of 9465 Wilshire Boulevard, thus allowing for a 12-foot sidewalk width. 
Additionally, Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7 have been updated to provide clarification and are 
located in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. There would be 
adequate pedestrian space on the sidewalk and the Project would not encroach onto the 
existing easement.  

Response 24-5 

The commenter states that the Project (Beverly Drive) fails to achieve two of the stated project 
objectives related to improving pedestrian flow and avoiding significant degradation of vehicular 
flow in the vicinity of the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line Station and minimizing pedestrian street 
crossings on Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, the commenter includes several goals and policies 
in the City’s General Plan Circulation Element related to roadway and intersection 
improvements, maintaining vehicle flows on City roadways and intersections, and maintaining 
operations on regional roadways and states that there is no analysis in the Draft EIR to support 
the conclusions that there are no conflicts with these goals and policies. The commenter 
specifically mentions the removal of the southbound right-turn lane at the Beverly Drive and 
Wilshire Boulevard intersection.  

Regarding the comments related to the City’s General Plan Circulation Element, all of the goals 
and policies noted in the comment letter are regarding traffic operations and congestion. As 
discussed in Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR, Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) directed the Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR) to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines to establish new 
criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts and define alternative metrics 
for traffic level of service (LOS). Specifically, SB 743 results in the elimination of auto delay, 
LOS, and other similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as a basis for 
determining significant impacts for transportation projects under CEQA. Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines states that a project would have a significant impact related to transportation 
if it would conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system. 
The Project would not conflict with the specific goals and policies mentioned in the comment 
letter. Additionally, the City’s Circulation Element goals and policies related to the Draft EIR 
were described in Section 3.12.1 and included a variety of goals related to the overall 
circulation system, transit, neighborhood traffic management, transportation demand 
management, and pedestrians and bikeways. In addition, it should also be noted that General 
Plan Circulation Element goal/policy CIR 1.4a included in the comment letter states that 
congestion may be accepted, provided that provisions are made to improve the overall system 
and/or promote non-motorized transportation, such as bicycling and walking. The Project would 
provide a secondary access point to serve the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, which would support 
non-automobile travel, and reduce vehicle travel, in the City. As a result, CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.3 presumes that the Project would cause a less than significant transportation 
impact. 



Westside Purple Line Rodeo Station North Portal Final EIR 

Page 3-73  |  3.0 Response to Comments on the Draft EIR October 2020 

Regarding the removal of the southbound right-turn lane at the Beverly Drive and Wilshire 
Boulevard intersection, Fehr & Peers prepared a Traffic Operations Report showing intersection 
operations (LOS) with lane geometry changes adjacent to the Project. This report was not 
included in the Draft EIR since LOS is no longer considered a CEQA impact. However, the 
results of this report were used to inform the final considerations for the North Portal design 
options and the report has been included as an attachment to the Final EIR for background 
informational purposes only (see Appendix A). The intersection of Beverly Drive and Wilshire 
Boulevard was studied with existing and future traffic volumes with the removal of the right-turn 
lane. The forecasted increase in delay would not exceed the City’s criteria for indicating a 
substantial delay increase under cumulative conditions, which is defined as 10 seconds or more 
for LOS D and 5 seconds or more for LOS E/F at a signalized intersection. Under existing plus 
project conditions, the forecasted increase in delay would be 5 seconds. The comment provides 
no evidence for the bottleneck conditions that it states would occur with the removal of the right-
turn lane with the Project. In addition, the existing illegal left-turns from southbound Beverly 
Drive onto eastbound Wilshire Boulevard noted in the comment would not be affected by the 
Project and can be reduced through additional enforcement. The City previously eliminated this 
southbound left-turn movement to improve traffic flows along Beverly Drive and has installed 
high-visibility lighted signage indicating this movement is not permitted. 
 
The commenter claims that bottleneck conditions resulting from the Project’s removal of the 
majority of the southbound right-turn pocket and the elimination of the northbound turn lane into 
the parking garage on the west side of North Beverly Drive just south of the mid-block signalized 
crosswalk would increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the area due to drivers avoiding 
gridlock conditions. As stated above, the comment provides no evidence of the bottleneck 
conditions that it claims would occur and attributing this perceived impact to the Project is 
speculative, at best. In addition, the Business Triangle provides a grid network of roadways with 
multiple options for traveling to the local business and through the area. As stated in Section 
3.12.2, transportation projects that reduce, or have no impact on, VMT should be presumed to 
cause a less than significant transportation impact. According to OPR,1 the types of 
transportation projects that would likely lead to a measurable and substantial increase in vehicle 
travel generally include the addition of a through lane on existing or new roadways and 
highways. OPR further states a variety of project types that would not likely lead to a substantial 
or measurable increase in vehicle travel including the installation, removal, or reconfiguration of 
travel lanes at an intersection, the reduction in the number of through lanes, the removal of on-
street parking, and the conversion of a general purpose lane to a transit lane. The Project does 
neither of those things. 
 
The comment also claims that bottleneck conditions with the removal of the southbound right-
turn pocket would create an unacceptable hazard to emergency access vehicles. As described 
under Impact TR-4 in Section 3.12.4, the Project would not change emergency access in the 
study area, and fire, police, and medical personnel generally access the station area from areas 
north and east of the Project site. Given that the Project would not change emergency access in 
the study area and would provide a secondary access point to the subway station, the Project 
would not have an impact on emergency access.  
 
A footnote provided by the commenter states that the shifting of vehicular traffic to the east as a 
result of the Project was not addressed in the Draft EIR. As described under Impact TR-3 in 
Section 3.12.4, the Project would require removal of the majority of the southbound right-turn 

 
1 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, 
2018 (page 20-21). 
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pocket. The configuration would consist of one through lane and one shared through-right-turn 
lane on the southbound Beverly Drive approach. A minimal amount of storage (length of one 
vehicle) would be provided to allow vehicles turning right onto Wilshire Boulevard to yield to 
pedestrians. Lane geometries on Wilshire Boulevard would remain as existing. As stated, the 
new configuration would be designed using current roadway and intersection design guidelines 
as specified in the California Highway Design Manual (California Department of Transportation, 
2019), and no design exceptions are anticipated. Consequently, the modified intersection 
configuration is not anticipated to contain any hazardous geometric design features and the 
impact would be less than significant. 
 
The commenter states that while the Project may result in some subway riders not crossing 
Wilshire Boulevard at-grade, the Project has not committed to providing signage to direct 
pedestrians in the underground station, and therefore, additional pedestrian crossings would 
further impact intersection operations at Beverly Drive. Further, it is stated that the safety 
implications of reducing one lane of traffic with substantially increased pedestrian traffic were 
not accounted for in the EIR. Without the Project, all subway riders that have an origin or 
destination in the Golden Triangle would need to cross Wilshire Boulevard. While the Project 
cannot be guaranteed to eliminate all Wilshire Boulevard pedestrian crossings between the 
Wilshire/Rodeo Station and the Golden Triangle, the number of pedestrian crossings would be 
reduced. As with all Metro stations, the Wilshire/Rodeo Station would contain wayfinding 
signage to direct passengers to the appropriate portal location based on their destination. 
Therefore, the Project is expected to reduce pedestrian crossings at the Wilshire Boulevard and 
Beverly Drive intersection which would result in fewer interactions between vehicles and 
pedestrians in the Project area. 
 
Regarding comments related to safety, the commenter notes that the Beverly Hills Complete 
Streets Plan (currently in draft form) identifies Wilshire Boulevard as having the most injury 
collisions in the City and that bicycle safety should be considered on Beverly Drive. As 
described in Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR, the City is currently undertaking several planning 
efforts to improve conditions for all travelers on Wilshire Boulevard and in the study area. The 
City of Beverly Hills Draft Complete Streets Plan creates a blueprint for transportation 
improvements that balances the needs of all road users: bicyclists, pedestrians, transit riders, 
and motorists. The goal of the plan is to provide more options for people to choose the mode 
that best works for their trip type, and a network of streets where individual modes would be 
prioritized. The Connect Beverly Hills project will incorporate concepts from the City’s Complete 
Streets Plan to show placement of transportation enhancements associated with streetscape 
improvements along Wilshire Boulevard near the future Wilshire/Rodeo Station. 
 
In addition, it should be noted to the commenter that an analysis of land use and planning 
consistency, including with the City’s General Plan, can be found in Section 4.1.2 of the Draft 
EIR. Applicable General Plan policies related to hazards are discussed in Section 3.8.1 of the 
Draft EIR.  
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Response 24-6 

The commenter states that the Project does not consider pick-up and drop-off activity generated 
by the Wilshire/Rodeo Station and specifically notes CEQA Appendix G Transportation 
Question C regarding whether a project would substantially increase hazards due to a 
geometric design feature. The commenter also notes that off-street pick-up and drop-off areas 
should be identified, such as the parking garage on the east side of Beverly Drive.  
 
The Draft EIR considers the potential impacts of the Project and Project Alternatives. In addition 
to potential CEQA transportation impacts, the effects of potential pick-up/drop-off locations were 
evaluated in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR. There are no designated loading areas that have 
been identified to serve the south portal location currently under construction. Therefore, the 
Project and Project Alternatives considered adjacent loading areas that could serve all 
passengers traveling to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station by private vehicle. The pick-up and drop-off 
evaluation for the Project focused on on-street loading options on North Beverly Drive. As 
shown in Table 3.12-4 and Figure 3.12-5 of the Draft EIR, the potential loading zones would 
occur along the curb on North Beverly Drive and result in the loss of on-street parking. However, 
the loading zones would not result in the loss of vehicular travel lanes. In coordination with 
Transportation Network Companies (TNCs), the loading zones would include geofencing to 
direct drivers traveling to the station to the designated loading locations. Geofencing is defined 
as a predetermined location in which passengers are dropped off or picked-up, and can be 
implemented when drivers enter a specific destination into their rideshare app, such as the 
Wilshire/Rodeo Station, or enter an address within a defined geography. The geofenced loading 
zones can be designated by the City through publication of the coordinates for the geofenced 
zones that are used by TNCs. This is a standard industry practice of TNCs.  
 
The Draft EIR also discusses the potential for pick-up and drop-off activity to occur in the 
Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage as requested in the comment. If on-street loading 
areas are unable to accommodate all pick-up/drop-off activity and/or if the City decides to 
promote pick-up/drop-off activity in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage, off-street 
loading for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station could occur in this location. Vehicles would be able to 
enter/exit the garage at the two driveways provided on North Beverly Drive and North Cañon 
Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard. It is anticipated that passengers could potentially be dropped 
off near the existing elevators on the north side of the upper floor of the parking garage. Please 
refer to Response PT-35 for detailed information on potential garage circulation.  
 
The commenter also states that the introduction of a 12-foot-high building inches away from 
moving traffic would visually and unsafely block visibility for the Beverly Drive mid-block 
crosswalk and the Property’s driveway. The City and project team performed a sight distance 
analysis for the conceptual design of Project. The Sight Distance Analysis Memorandum can be 
found attached to this Final EIR (Appendix B). As a result of the analysis, it was concluded that 
that southbound vehicles on Beverly Drive approaching to turn right onto Wilshire Boulevard 
would have sight distance that is consistent with both Caltrans requirements and the American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric 
Design of Highways and Streets (Green Book). Similarly, vehicles traveling southbound on 
Beverly Drive approaching the left-turn lane would also have sight distances consistent with 
both requirements. Sight distance for both vehicles and pedestrians would be considered during 
the detailed design phase.  
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Response 24-7 

The commenter states that construction impacts would occur on Beverly Drive, and specifically 
states that emergency vehicle access and replacement valet parking and drop-off at no cost to 
adjacent property owners should be addressed in Mitigation Measures TRA-A and TRA-D. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRA-A requires that Traffic Control Plans be developed to minimize 
construction impacts for each work zone location. Traffic Control Plans would be prepared 
according to State guidelines and standards and approved by the City prior to implementation 
and would encompass the necessary components of the street network effected by construction 
activities, such as temporary lane closures, detour routes, and temporary business access.  
 
While TRA-A is focused on traffic control during construction, TRA-C addresses parking 
management during construction. TRA-C states that a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) 
would be prepared and submitted to the City for review and approval prior to implementation. 
The TMP would include public information regarding construction activities, traveler information, 
incident management, demand management strategies, and expected construction activities. In 
addition, the TMP would include parking management to minimize the effects of temporary 
parking removal during construction and identify adequate off-street parking locations for 
construction workers. TRA-C also states that development of the parking management 
strategies would be coordinated with the adjacent property owners. The commenter’s request to 
replace valet parking operations at no cost to the adjacent property owners is acknowledged for 
the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 
 
Mitigation Measure TRA-D states that emergency vehicle access would be maintained at all 
times to the construction work site, adjacent businesses, and adjacent residential areas. 
Emergency vehicle access would also be maintained at all times to and from fire stations, 
hospitals, and medical facilities near the construction site and along the haul routes. 
Construction activities, road closures, and lane closures would be coordinated with local law 
enforcement and fire department officials prior to implementation. 
 
Response 24-8 
 
The commenter questions the use of soldier piles to construct the Project (Beverly Drive) and 
the potential noise and vibrations that could result from this construction technique. The noise 
and vibration analysis assumed that all piling would be pre-augured (predrilled) rather than 
driven with an impact or vibratory pile driver. The pre-augured or pre-drilled piling would result in 
a reduced amount of noise and vibration as compared to the more invasive method of pile 
driving with an impact or vibratory pile driver. An additional alternative construction method was 
not required as the Project assumed the least invasive method. To this end a vibration reference 
level for pre-drilled piling (caisson drilling) of 0.089 peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet was 
used for piling, in accordance with Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance. A clarification 
has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications 
of this Final EIR.  

Response 24-9 

The commenter states that the historic building located at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard should result 
in the application of a more conservative construction vibration analysis threshold. The 
commenter suggests using the most restrictive vibration limit (potential damage threshold of 
0.12 PPV inches per second [in/sec]) due to the City's classification of the building as a historic 
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resource. However, this classification as a historic resource, as described in the commenter’s 
footnote in the comment letter, is related to the unique or historic architectural elements rather 
than just the age of the building, construction type or sensitivity to vibration. Section 3.4 Cultural 
Resources of the Draft EIR identifies 9465 Wilshire Boulevard as having been constructed in 
1960-1962, which is not particularly old in terms of vibration sensitivity (for example, compared 
to a pre-1950's building which often used lath and plaster wall construction, which is much more 
susceptible to cracking due to excessive vibration). The FTA Building/Structure Category 11, 
Engineered Concrete and Masonry/No Plaster (FTA Table 7-5), with a vibration velocity 
threshold of 0.3 PPV in/sec., was determined to be appropriate threshold for this building. While 
the building has historical architectural features, it is not considered to be a fragile historic 
building from a vibration damage perspective. As a comparison, the type of historic structure 
that would warrant the Category IV "building extremely susceptible to vibration damage" 
vibration threshold of threshold of 0.12 PPV in/sec., for example would be a building similar to 
the Avila Adobe structure on Olvera Street in downtown Los Angeles; an original adobe 
structure built in 1818 and one of the oldest standing structures in the region. A clarification has 
been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of 
this Final EIR.  
 
Related to this topic, the commenter questions the construction vibration analysis assumptions 
regarding the distance between the historic building located at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and 
Project construction. The distance considered for construction vibration was calculated using 
the conceptual construction drawing included as part of the Constructability Report prepared by 
a Metro consultant for the Project in 2019. The analysis considers the distance from the 
potential vibratory equipment to the building, not just the edge of the construction area to the 
building. The vibratory equipment is not necessarily located at the edge of the construction area 
nearest to the building. This drawing indicated a distance between the building footprint and the 
closest pile locations in the construction area of approximately 17 feet, which was used in the 
vibration analysis. As previously mentioned, Figure 2-6 of the Draft EIR has been revised for 
further clarity to respond to the comment. However, it should be noted that Figure 2-6 is a 
conceptual plan of the street level propose for the Project, and not a detailed construction 
drawing. 
 
As a result of the response provided above, a new analysis of construction vibration utilizing the 
more conservative threshold and calculating a closer distance between the building and the 
vibratory equipment is not warranted. As such, the impact remains less than significant, and the 
addition of mitigation and recirculation of the Draft EIR mentioned by the commenter is not 
required. As mentioned in Section 2.6 (Construction Scenario) of the Draft EIR, the entire 
construction process would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within 
the Section 2 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which is currently in place between the City 
and Metro. The MOA is enforceable and requires limitation on the use of vibratory equipment, 
requires avoidance of certain equipment or methods completely, and outlines use of a monitor 
for applicable vibration thresholds. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please 
refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR.  
 
Response 24-10 
 
The commenter states that Mitigation Measure CUL-B would require a pre-construction survey 
related to the historic building, that mitigation is deferred, and no measures are shown to ensure 
construction vibration impacts would remain less than significant. The pre-construction surveys 
would ascertain the conditions of the building and area at the time directly prior to construction 
as conditions can change slightly over periods of time. As mentioned in Section 2.6 
(Construction Scenario) of the Draft EIR, the entire construction process would be required to 
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follow the applicable measures and provisions within the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), 
which is currently in place between the City and Metro. The MOA is enforceable and requires 
limitation on the use of vibratory equipment to reduce potential impacts to adjacent buildings, 
requires avoidance of certain equipment or methods completely, and outlines use of a monitor 
for applicable vibration thresholds. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please 
refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR.  

Response 24-11 

The commenter supports the proposed Mitigation Measures NOI-A and NOI-B, but states that 
construction noticing to commercial tenants and owners is not included in Mitigation Measures 
NOI-G and NOI-H. A minor clarification to the mitigation measures has been made regarding 
construction noticing to commercial properties, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and 
Modifications of this Final EIR.  

Response 24-12 

The commenter states that mitigation is needed related to utility relocations and noticing to 
businesses for upcoming utility interruptions. As mentioned in Section 2.6 (Construction 
Scenario) of the Draft EIR, the construction process including utility relocations would be 
required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the MOA, which is currently in 
place between the City and Metro. The MOA is enforceable and requires advance notification 
for all construction activities, including any planned service interruptions. The commenter’s 
request for more than a 30-day notice of potential utility relocations is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
 
Regarding the proposed temporary removal of the canopy along the east elevation of 9465 
Wilshire Boulevard, the Draft EIR includes mitigation to reduce potential impacts. As stated in 
Section 3.4.5 (Cultural Resources, Mitigation Measures) of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 
CUL-A would be implemented to require a treatment plan for the removal and reinstatement be 
in place prior to removal of the canopy. Also, a qualified monitor would be required to ensure 
that the treatment plan is implemented appropriately and to provide a monitoring report or 
memorandum documenting the removal and reinstatement of the canopy. Related to the 
potential utility relocations for the Project (Beverly Drive), Section 2.6.3 (Construction Scenario, 
Utilities) of the Draft EIR states that the final scope of required utility relocations would be 
confirmed in the detailed design phase.  

Response 24-13 

The commenter states that the Project (Beverly Drive) should have robust lighting, patrols, and 
safety protocols to ensure safety during operations. Under Impact AES-4 within Section 4.1 
Aesthetics and Visual Quality of the Draft EIR, it states that during operations the Project and 
Project Alternatives would include new exterior and interior security lighting around and within 
the new portal. The new standard lighting would be directed away from sensitive areas, as 
feasible. In addition, the new operational lighting would be in compliance with applicable City 
regulations related to lighting. In addition, all Metro Purple Line stations, including the 
Wilshire/Rodeo Station, would have strategically placed Metro Video Security System (MVSS) 
cameras for monitoring passenger platforms, ticket vending machines, fare gates, and other 
critical areas. The Beverly Hills Police Department or the Los Angeles County Sheriff 
Department, Transit Services Bureau would provide security and general law enforcement 
services at stations. In addition, the Metro Transit Security Department would provide security 
for issues related to revenue collection, special events requiring crowd control, security sweeps 
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and closing and opening of subway stations each day, as well as some property security. In 
addition, security provisions would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement 
that is being prepared between the City and Metro.  

Response 24-14 

The commenter states that mitigation would be needed related to public services during 
operations, specifically the perception that the Project (Beverly Drive) could attract homeless 
populations, loitering, and or undesirable activities. These are not issues that are required to be 
analyzed under CEQA. However, refer to Response 24-13 above. The Beverly Hills Police 
Department or the Sheriff’s Department and the Metro Transit Security Department would 
provide security services to ensure safety during the operational phase. In addition, security 
provisions would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being 
prepared between the City and Metro. 

Response 24-15 

The commenter expresses support for increased mobility. The commenter then generally 
summarizes the concerns previously mentioned in the comment letter.  
 
Refer to Response 24-2 through Response 24-4 regarding the existing easement. 
 
Refer to Response 24-5 through Response 24-7 regarding vehicular conflicts with pedestrians 
and transportation mitigation. 
 
Refer to Response 24-5and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. 
 
Refer to Response 24-8 through Response 24-11 regarding noise and vibration. 
 
The commenter states that additional alternatives should have been considered to enhance 
pedestrian safety, such as a full tunnel under or a bridge over Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, 
general concerns regarding existing businesses and street closures during construction are 
expressed. One of the primary goals of the project is to reduce pedestrian street crossings. 
Compared to only having the south portal location, which is under construction, the inclusion of 
the proposed north portal potentially at the Beverly Drive location, would reduce the number of 
pedestrian crossings required to get to the Golden Triangle. In addition, the City is preparing an 
economic analysis related to impacts to businesses during construction. This analysis is not 
required under CEQA and will be provided for informational purposes at the upcoming City 
Council meeting(s) considering the Project and Project Alternatives as the location for the portal. 
 
The commenter states that one of the Project Alternatives should be selected, if any, and not 
the Project (Beverly Drive). The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded 
to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 24-16 
 
The commenter provided an attachment containing the detailed survey plans of the existing 
easement, which has been reviewed and is discussed above under Response 24-2 through 
Response 24-4. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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From: The Wine Merchant <bhwinemerchant@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 4:05 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org>; Jessie Holzer <jholzer@beverlyhills.org> 
Cc: 13-Lester J. Friedman <lfriedman@beverlyhills.org>; WebCBH MAYORANDCITYCOUNCIL 
<MAYORANDCITYCOUNCIL@beverlyhills.org>; 14-Robert Wunderlich <rwunderlich@beverlyhills.org>; John Mirisch 
<jmirisch@beverlyhills.org>; Lili Bosse <lbosse@beverlyhills.org>; 12-Julian Gold <jgold@beverlyhills.org>; 
eleonard@maybournebeverlyhills.com; Lake, Mindy <LakeM@metro.net> 
Subject: Metro Purple Line North Portal at Beverly Drive (The Project) Draft EIR Comments - Objection 
  

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

10-06-2020  
Jessie Holzer  
Transportation Planner City of Beverly Hills Community Development Department  

Comment Letter 25
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455 North Rexford Drive  
Beverly Hills, California, 90210  
Email: northportal@beverlyhills.org 
  
This letter is in objection to the proposed Metro Purple Line North Portal at Beverly Drive (The Project). 
  
Upon approval of this project impact to our business, construction would be catastrophic to our business and 
operation. The full road closure of Beverly Drive would hinder access for us and our customers to our business 
as there will be no vehicle access and intermittent sidewalk closures blocking access to our business for 2.5 
Years – 3.5 Years. As well there would be no place for parking or curbside pickup within 500 ft of our location.  

We are internationally recognized as a top 10 Retailer in the United States specializing in rare and fine wines 
serving our Beverly Hills customers over the past 52 years. With the nature of our business, we are not eligible 
for the Metro Business Interruption Fund (BIF) and the Eat Shop Play Program. This project if approved would 
be a hardship on our business with great loss of customers and revenue. We have already been fiscally 
impacted from the metro project with the closure of the intersection at Wilshire/Beverly at the beginning of 
2020 hindering us and our customer’s access to our business with no help from Metro or The City of Beverly 
Hills. 

By having the north portal at the proposed Beverly Drive location long term impact on us would be 
catastrophic as well. The proposed project would be removal of all street parking for our customers as well as 
a loading zone. If this was approved there would not be a parking space or loading zone within 500 feet of our 
location, impacting our customer’s ability for curbside pickup, our vendors to drop off and us to load and 
unload our inventory.  

We strongly object to the Metro Purple Line North Portal at Beverly Drive (The Project). As a long standing 
institution in Beverly Hills for over 50 years this would greatly impact and harm our business.  

Dennis Overstreet  
The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills 
210 N Beverly Drive 
Beverly Hills CA 90210 
310-278-7322 
bhwinemerchant@gmail.com 
  
  
  

25-1

25-2

25-3

25-4

25-5
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Comment Letter 25: The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills 

Response 25-1 

The commenter expresses opposition to the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not 
state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is 
required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to 
the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 25-2 

The commenter expresses that the construction schedule and scope, including road closures, 
for the Project (Beverly Drive) would be detrimental for the operation of their business as it 
would hinder vehicle and pedestrian access as well as limit parking. This comment does not 
state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. As stated in Section 2.6.2 (Laydown 
and Staging) sidewalk access to businesses adjacent to the construction site would be 
maintained during certain phases of construction. The City is preparing an analysis of the 
potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, 
which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). However, this is not a required 
analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 25-3 

The commenter continues to express apprehension regarding road closures due to Project 
(Beverly Drive) construction, stating that if this does indeed negatively impact their businesses, 
the business is not eligible for certain relief funds. This comment does not state a specific 
concern or question about the Draft EIR. As stated in Section 2.6.2 (Laydown and Staging) 
sidewalk access to businesses adjacent to the construction site would be maintained during 
construction. The City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impacts the Project 
may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City 
Council meeting(s). However, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 
for their review and consideration. 

Response 25-4 

The commenter expresses that the Project (Beverly Drive) would eliminate street parking and a 
loading zone utilized by their business, negatively impacting their revenue and inventory. This 
comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The City is 
preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent 
businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). 
Although, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 25-5 

The commenter reiterates their objection to the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that it would 
negatively impact their business. Refer to Response 25-1 through Response 25-4 above.  
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From: harry.mashoudy@gmail.com <harry.mashoudy@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 10:25 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: Subway North Portal 
Importance: High 
 

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

To whom it may concern,  
This e-mail is to  express my support for the subway north portal on Beverly Dr.  
Thank you, 
 
Harry Mashoudy 
269 S.  Canon Dr, 

26-1

Comment Letter 26



2

Beverly Hills,  
CA.  90212 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All 
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records 
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the 
exemptions, of that Act. 
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Comment Letter 26: Mashoudy, Harry 

Response 26-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This 
comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR 
process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 
1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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From: Kayla Mashoudy <kmashoudy@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 11:54 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: Subway North Portal 
 

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

To whom it may concern, 

This e-mail is to  express my support for the subway north portal on Beverly Dr. 

Thank you, 

  

27-1

Comment Letter 27
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Kayla Mashoudy 

269 S.  Canon Dr, 

Beverly Hills, 

CA.  90212 

The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All 
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records 
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the 
exemptions, of that Act. 
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Comment Letter 27: Mashoudy, Kayla 

Response 27-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This 
comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR 
process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 
1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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From: dmashoudy <dmashoudy@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 7, 2020 8:39 AM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: Subway North Portal 
 

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

To whom it may concern,  

This e-mail is to express my support for the subway north portal on Beverly Dr. 

Thank you, 

Daniela Mashoudy 

28-1

Comment Letter 28
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269 S.  Canon Dr, 

Beverly Hills,  

CA.  90212 

The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All 
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records 
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the 
exemptions, of that Act. 
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Comment Letter 28: Mashoudy, Daniela 

Response 28-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This 
comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR 
process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 
1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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From: Phil Savenick <fabphil52@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 7, 2020 3:49 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org>; WebCBH TRANSPORTATION <TRANSPORTATION@beverlyhills.org> 
Cc: Robert Welch <rwelch@beverlyhills.org>; Shana Epstein <sepstein@beverlyhills.org>; Phil Savenick 
<phil@tvisok.com> 
Subject: THE SUBWAY MUST BE SAFE. Response to North Portal EIR 
 

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

                        NOTES ON THE NORTH PORTAL EIR  
 

The subway cutting through the heart of our City must be safe.  
 
The North Portal discussion came about because the Reeves portal has no stoplight or crosswalk! What happens 
when tens of thousands of travelers try to find a way to safely cross busy Wilshire Blvd over to the commercial 
district? 

Comment Letter 29

29-1

29-2
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As a solution, I suggested moving the Rodeo Station from a residential street to the business district.  All these 
years later, The NORTH PORTAL EIR arrives with no proposal for a physical ”station” to attract travelers to 
the north, only a street awning over underground tunnels leading to the curb on either Beverly, Canon, or 
Wilshire.  We did not get the right answer.  
 
 Which site will best attract travelers north and provide the safest way for loading and 
unloading of passengers from  vehicles that does not exacerbate traffic flow gridlock? 
 
 The area studied has fundamental traffic problems. Surrendering a lane of Wilshire for passenger loading is an 
not acceptable choice – north or south.  

 
Pre-pandemic, we could not get two people across Wilshire without stopping both turning lanes until the red 
cycle. We experienced daily traffic gridlock from Rodeo to Rexford.   
 
Choose THE CANON DRIVE ALTERNATIVE.  Whether in the street or in the new construction, it is 
our chance to protect our residential neighborhood and maintain Wilshire as a thoroughfare. It opens up a 
second destination street for Beverly Hills. It is a vision for the future.  
 
The following requirements should be considered when developing a comprehensive plan. A large volume of 
pedestrian traffic creates planning issues of insufficient crosswalk widths, sharing narrow sidewalk space with 
outdoor dining, no bathroom facilities, no security presence or way-finding center. And the newest 
requirement…sufficient outdoor social distancing space for the thousands of subway visitors.   
 
 My conclusion: We want our visitors to arrive directly into our Golden Triangle to eat, shop, and enjoy our 
robust retail district.  The logical and best place for the subway portal is on the ground floor of one of the new 
buildings that will inevitably rise above the portal site on Canon.  The city can claim the ground floor be used 
for a “station“ with a visible security hub, bathrooms and perhaps a visitor’s center or multi-media attraction to 
orient travelers to many adventures in Beverly Hills besides Rodeo Drive.   
 
Whichever is picked, There is still no off-street loading. How do we make this right?  
  
many thanks, PHIL SAVENICK 
  
  
  
 

29-3

29-4

29-5

29-6

29-7

29-8
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Comment Letter 29: Savenick, Phil 

Response 29-1 

The commenter states that any approved portal project must prioritize safety. This comment 
does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 
and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Notwithstanding, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 29-2 

The commenter states that any approved portal must address the lack of stoplights and 
crosswalks in that location. This comment does not state a specific question about the content 
of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. 
Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 29-3 

The commenter states that any approved portal project should be located in the business district 
and not on a residential street, and that the design should be a station rather than a portal. This 
comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and 
need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and 
Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 
 
Response 29-4 
 
The commenter states that any project that utilizes an existing lane of Wilshire Boulevard for 
passenger loading would cause further traffic issues already experienced in the area. As 
explained in Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR, passenger 
loading is not proposed along Wilshire Boulevard for the Project or Project Alternatives.  

Response 29-5 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative. 
This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR 
process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 
1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.  

Response 29-6 

The commenter expresses their desire for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, to include 
security, restrooms, a way-finding center, sufficient crosswalk and sidewalk widths for 
pedestrian traffic and outdoor dining, and to design all of these features with social distancing 
measures in mind. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft 
EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Additional 
unavailable space potentially on the street level and the subsurface levels would be required to 
add more elements to the portal. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In 
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addition, security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement 
Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. 

Response 29-7 

The commenter reiterates their support for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, emphasizing 
that the portal should operate more as a station and welcome center to entice visitation. This 
comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and 
need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and 
Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 

Response 29-8 

The commenter states that any approved portal project should provide off-street loading. This 
comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Section 3.12.8 
(Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading 
options for the Project and Project Alternatives. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. 
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From: Monica Jazzabi <mmjazzabi@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 7:41 AM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: Subway North Portal 
 

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

To whom it may concern,  
 

This e-mail is to  express my support for the subway north portal on Beverly Dr.  
Thank you, 
  
Monica Jazzabi 
269 S.  Canon Dr, 
Beverly Hills,  

30-1

Comment Letter 30
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Comment Letter 30: Jazzabi, Monica 

Response 30-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This 
comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR 
process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 
1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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From: Robbie Anderson <robbieanderson90210@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 12:08 PM 
To: Phil Savenick <fabphil52@gmail.com>; NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org>; WebCBH TRANSPORTATION 
<TRANSPORTATION@beverlyhills.org>; Robert Welch <rwelch@beverlyhills.org>; Shana Epstein 
<sepstein@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: Re: THE SUBWAY . Response to North Portal EIR 
 

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

 
  Subway 
I am submitting the only logical place for the North Portal for the City of Beverly Hills. 
It is the North side of Wilshire and Canon Dr. 
Wilshire should  will be blocked off at Canon to produce a cul de sac where the drop off will not cause 
traffic problems which I know that people will stop to drop or pick up passengers. 
We should have a grand entrance to Beverly Hills with a visitors 

Comment Letter 31

31-1

31-2
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center, a police substation and most important restrooms. 
There are no restrooms planned at either or any of the proposed  
locations. 
So you think one escalator coming up on Beverly Drive with no restrooms or information about where 
you are is the right thing to do. 
The following requirements should be considered when developing a comprehensive plan. A large 
volume of pedestrian traffic creates planning issues of insufficient crosswalk widths, sharing narrow 
sidewalk space with outdoor dining, no bathroom facilities, no security presence or way-finding 
center. And the newest requirement…sufficient outdoor social distancing space for the thousands of 
subway visitors.   
 
 My conclusion: We want our visitors to arrive directly into our Golden Triangle to eat, shop, and enjoy 
our robust retail district.  The logical and best place for the subway portal is on the ground floor of one 
of the new buildings that will inevitably rise above the portal site on Canon.  The city can claim the 
ground floor be used for a “station“ with a visible security hub, bathrooms and perhaps a visitor’s 
center or multi-media attraction to orient travelers to many adventures in Beverly Hills besides Rodeo 
Drive.   
Please do the right thing. 
Robbie 
Robert S. Anderson 
 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All 
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records 
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the 
exemptions, of that Act. 

 

31-2
Cont'd

31-3
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Comment Letter 31: Anderson, Robert S. 

Response 31-1 

The commenter expresses their support for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, stating that 
this design would allow for easy passenger drop off and pick up. This comment does not state a 
specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future 
approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final 
EIR. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a 
discussion of potential loading options for the Project and Project Alternatives. Notwithstanding, 
the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making 
bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 31-2 

The commenter expresses their desire for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, to include a 
grand entrance with a police substation, restrooms, a way-finding center, sufficient crosswalk 
and sidewalk widths for pedestrian traffic and outdoor dining, and to design all of these features 
with social distancing measures in mind. This comment does not state a specific concern or 
question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No 
further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged 
for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and 
consideration. In addition, security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed 
by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. 

Response 31-4 

The commenter reiterates their support for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, emphasizing 
that the portal should operate more as a station and welcome center to entice visitation. This 
comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR 
process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 
1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are 
described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft 
EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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From: Rose Norton <rose@tvisok.com>  
Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 2:02 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org>; WebCBH TRANSPORTATION <TRANSPORTATION@beverlyhills.org> 
Cc: Robert Welch <rwelch@beverlyhills.org>; Shana Epstein <sepstein@beverlyhills.org> 
Subject: Response to North Portal EIR 
 

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

Response to North Portal EIR 
 
As a homeowner and resident of 63 years on South Rodeo, I support moving the Subway Station to the North 
Side of Wilshire.   
 
The Reeves station is in a residential neighborhood with no crosswalk or stoplight to safely guide visitors across 
dangerous traffic on Wilshire Boulevard.   
 

Comment Letter 32

32-1

32-2
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We cannot allow loading and unloading on Wilshire Boulevard on either North or South. None of the locations 
have designated space for the mandated bathrooms or security stations. There is no parking or loading zones, 
the solution to eliminate street parking is short sighted.  
 
Please rethink the position of the “station”.  
It is unacceptable to lose access to Beverly Drive for two years, it is a pipeline to and from the valley.  
 
Of the choices the curb on Canon has the most potential.  
 
thank you,  
 
Rose Norton.  
Former chair, Planning Commission 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All 
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records 
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the 
exemptions, of that Act. 
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32-5
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Comment Letter 32: Norton, Rose 

Response 32-1 

The commenter expresses their support for moving a portal to the north side of Wilshire 
Boulevard. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The 
Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in 
Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 32-2 

The commenter expresses that the Reeves Drive station does not have an adequate stoplight or 
crosswalk. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. 
The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and 
Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 

Response 32-3 

The commenter expresses that the Project and Project Alternatives lack space for restrooms, a 
security station, parking, or loading zones, and eliminate street parking which is expressed to be 
a negative impact. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft 
EIR. However, Section 2.5 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR states that the Cañon Drive 
Staging Yard Alternative would include restrooms on the street level. Refer to Response 24-5 
and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation 
Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading and drop-off/pick-up 
options for the Project and Project Alternatives. Furthermore, the City is working with Metro to 
ensure that restrooms are made available to subway riders. Notwithstanding, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. In addition, security provisions and restrooms would be implemented 
as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. 

Response 32-4 

The commenter expresses concern about closing Beverly Drive for construction as it would 
negatively impact access to the area. An economic analysis of impacts on businesses in the 
area is not required under CEQA. However, the City is conducting an economic analysis and 
those results will be communicated at future City Council meeting(s) considering the project. 
This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. 
Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.  

Response 32-5 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative. 
The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is 
discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. This comment does not state a specific 
concern or question about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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From: Beverly Hills Historical Society <bevhillshistorical@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 3:32 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org>; WebCBH TRANSPORTATION <TRANSPORTATION@beverlyhills.org> 
Cc: Robert Welch <rwelch@beverlyhills.org>; Shana Epstein <sepstein@beverlyhills.org>; WebCBH TRANSPORTATION 
<TRANSPORTATION@beverlyhills.org>; Phil Savenick <phil@tvisok.com> 
Subject: Overview of the North Station. 
  

CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 

The EIR seems to miss the point of what the City should be trying to accomplish: A SAFE SUBWAY 
EXPERIENCE and a NEW STYLISH PORTAL TO THE CITY with a North of Wilshire station as the primary 
destination.   
  
The City MOA has mandated certain basic public services. FULL-TIME SECURITY FACILITIES and 
PUBLIC BATHROOMS. The EIR does not address these in any of the options, nor are there diagrams of the 

Comment Letter 33

33-1

33-2
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platforms, access tunnels, or how it might work.  Clearly, there will be no actual “Station” edifice to serve as a 
vehicle to train transportation hub.  
  
Why we are here:  
SOUTH STATION ON REEVES IS FUNDAMENTALLY UNSAFE.  
1. NO STOPLIGHT OR CROSSWALK AT WILSHIRE! 
2. NO OFF-STREET LOADING ZONE 
3. NO PARKING 
4. NO SECURITY STATION 
5. NO BRANDING OR WAYFINDING VISITOR CENTER 
6. NO BATHROOMS 
7. ADJACENT TO A RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD 
  
The EIR proposals do not solve the following: 
  
NORTH PORTAL on BEVERLY 
1. NO PARKING 
2. CURBSIDE LOADING ELIMINATES PARKING LANES 
3. NO SECURITY 
4. NO BATHROOMS 
5. NO BRANDING OR WAYFINDING VISITOR CENTER 
6. LOSS OF STREET USE FOR 2 YEARS.  
  
NORTH PORTAL at the STAGING YARD 
1. NO PARKING  
2. CURBSIDE LOADING IMPEDES WILSHIRE TRAFFIC 
(It will require a curbside cutout for passenger pickups) 
3. NO SECURITY  (possible in new construction) 
4. NO BATHROOMS (possible in new construction) 
5. NO BRANDING OR WAYFINDING VISITOR CENTER 
6. LOSS OF STREET USE FOR 2 YEARS.  
  
NORTH PORTAL on CANON 
1. NO PARKING 
2. CURBSIDE LOADING ELIMINATES PARKING LANES 
3. NO SECURITY 
4. NO BATHROOMS 
5. NO BRANDING OR WAYFINDING VISITOR CENTER 
6. LOSS OF STREET USE FOR 2 YEARS.  
  
Since the Canon properties will be redeveloped, one of the Canon options seems the best of the three 
inadequate choices.  
  
Whatever site is chosen, the Beverly Hills Historical Society is willing to contribute themed displays or 
museum exhibitions for a visitor center/ way-finding hub.  
  
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All 
retained E-mails will be treated as a Public Record per the California Public Records 
Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject to the 
exemptions, of that Act. 
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Comment Letter 33: Beverly Hills Historical Society  

Response 33-1 

The commenter expresses that the Project and Project Alternatives in the Draft EIR do not 
deliver the solution of a new station, only a portal. This comment does not state a specific 
question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives 
are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft 
EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.  

Response 33-2 

The commenter expresses that the Project and Project Alternatives in the Draft EIR do not 
include desirable restrooms or a security station, and that the Draft EIR does not provide 
adequate diagrams/drawings for project plans in order to properly visualize it. Refer to 
Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Section 2.5 (Project 
Alternatives) of the Draft EIR states that the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would include 
restrooms on the street level, and the City is working with Metro to provide restrooms for 
subway riders. In addition, Figure 2-5, Figure 2-8, and Figure 2-11 in the Draft EIR show three-
dimensional overviews of each the Project and Project Alternatives so the reader can clearly 
visualize the elements proposed.  

Response 33-3 

The commenter expresses safety concerns associated with the current Reeves Drive portal, 
including the lack of a stoplight and crosswalk, off-street loading, parking, a security station, 
wayfinding, or restrooms. Additionally, the commenter states that the location of this portal in a 
residential area is undesirable. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are 
described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft 
EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. This comment 
does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 
for their review and consideration. 

Response 33-4 

The commenter expresses concern regarding the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that the Draft 
EIR does not address the need for parking, eliminates parking lanes to be used for loading, 
lacks solutions for security, restrooms, and wayfinding, and would negatively impact street 
access during construction. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and 
security. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a 
discussion of potential loading and drop-off/pick-up options for the Project and Project 
Alternatives.  

Response 33-5 

The commenter expresses concern regarding the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, stating 
that the Draft EIR does not address the need for parking, eliminates parking lanes to be used for 
loading, lacks solutions for security, restrooms, and wayfinding, and would negatively impact 
street access during construction. Refer to Response 33-1 through Response 33-4 above.  
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Response 33-6 

The commenter expresses concern regarding the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, stating 
that the Draft EIR does not address the need for parking, eliminates parking lanes to be used for 
loading, lacks solutions for security, restrooms, and wayfinding, and would negatively impact 
street access during construction. Refer to Response 33-1 through Response 33-4 above.  

Response 33-7 

The commenter expresses their support for either the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative or the 
Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. This comment does not state a specific question about 
the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 33-8 

The commenter expresses that the Beverly Hills Historical Society will provide displays for a 
wayfinding center, if the approved portal design includes this feature. This comment does not 
state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this 
comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 4:17 PM 
To: NorthPortal <NorthPortal@beverlyhills.org> 
Cc: Stephen Reis <stephenmreis@gmail.com> 
Subject: Comment on the Westside Purple Line Rodeo Station North Portal Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
CAUTION: External Sender 
Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments 
 
________________________________ 
 
To the City of Beverly Hills Community Development Department, 
 
I would like to submit a comment on the Westside Purple Line Rodeo Station North Portal Draft Environmental Impact 
Report. 
 
I strongly support the North Beverly Drive location for the North Portal. That location is clearly the best choice. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Stephen Reis 
 
Beverly Hills, California 
 
E-mail: stephenmreis@gmail.com 
The City keeps a copy of all E-mails sent and received for a minimum of 2 years. All retained E-mails will be treated as a 
Public Record per the California Public Records Act, and may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the terms, and subject 
to the exemptions, of that Act. 
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Comment Letter 34: Reis, Stephen 

Response 34-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This 
comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further 
response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
  



Date: 10/08/2020 

Honorable Mayor Lester Friedman & Beverly Hills City Council  

Beverly Hills City Hall 

455 N. Rexford Drive 

Beverly Hills, CA 90210  

Re: Support for Construction of North Portal on North Beverly Drive  

Dear Mayor Friedman and Members of the Beverly Hills City Council:  

We previously wrote about the North Portal option in 2019 and after careful consideration this 

letter constitutes an update on our position.  The central location of the North Portal at Beverly 

Drive will provide the greatest benefit for our city, it’s residents, and businesses. As such, we are 

writing to express our strong support of a North Portal at Beverly Drive. As a business stakeholder 

on Canon Drive(238-246) since the early 90’s, we believe that the North Portal will be a wonderful 

addition for this section of the subway and will help break barriers of having to “cross Wilshire 

Blvd”. 

In addition, we hope that the North Portal at Beverly Drive will have (1) adequate restroom 

facilities and (2) best-in-class mobility options for our citizens to park and use their bike, scooter, 

or other transportation options to get to and from the station. 

Sincerely, 

 

David Mirharooni 

Brickstar Capital, LLC 

35-1
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Comment Letter 35: Brickstar Capital, LLC 

Response 35-1 

The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This 
comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further 
response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the 
record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response 35-2 

The commenter requests that the Project (Beverly Drive) include restrooms. Due to space 
restrictions both on the street level and in subsurface areas, restrooms are not included with the 
Project at this time, but the City is working with Metro to provide restrooms to subway riders. 
This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. 
Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, restrooms would be 
implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City 
and Metro. 

Response 35-3 

The commenter requests that the Project (Beverly Drive) include parking for bikes, scooters, 
and other vehicles. Bike racks would potentially be provided adjacent to the new portal. A 
clarification on this topic has been made in Chapter 2 Clarifications and Modifications of this 
Final EIR. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. 
Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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3.2 RESPONSES TO ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT DRAFT EIR PUBLIC 
MEETING 

A virtual public meeting was held during the Draft EIR public review period to solicit comments 
from interested parties. This Draft EIR virtual public meeting was held on September 16, at 
7:00 p.m. through the Beverly Hills website. At the meeting, an overview of the proposed project 
and the Draft EIR conclusions were presented. Following the presentation, the meeting was 
opened to oral public comments. Five members of the public provided oral comments on the 
Draft EIR during the public meeting. A court reporter was present at this meeting and a 
transcript of the comments received is provided below followed by responses to each public 
testimony (PT). 
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·1· · · Zoom Video Conference, Wednesday, September 16, 2020

·2· · · · · · · · · · · · · ·7:00 p.m.

·3

·4

·5· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· I'd like to check and see if we

·6· ·do have public comment.

·7· · · · · · Huma?

·8· · · · · · MS. AHMED:· Yes, we do have public comment.· The

·9· ·first comment is a video comment from Mr. Phil Savenick.

10· · · · · · MR. SAVENICK:· I want to thank you all for your

11· ·service.· You work so hard for our city.· We salute you.

12· ·I want to thank you for holding this meeting and

13· ·responding to the urgency of my observations that the

14· ·south portal is inherently unsafe and a subway station is

15· ·needed in the business district.· This is a great step,

16· ·but, unfortunately, doesn't yet address the safety issues

17· ·that I thought were agreed upon.

18· · · · · · A tunnel will relieve some of the Wilshire

19· ·crossings, but not all of it, especially if computer

20· ·mapping sends drivers to the south.· We need to create

21· ·something that will send the drivers to the north to drop

22· ·off and pick up.· What the north portal needs is something

23· ·where the passengers can get to the stores, which of the

24· ·spaces we did should be the ones where it is the safest to

25· ·load and unload people off the street.
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·1· · · · · · These proposals say we are not going to be able

·2· ·to load people on or off the street, but we will take a

·3· ·lane and take parking so at least there's a waiting zone

·4· ·and there is a loading area.· That's not great, but it's a

·5· ·big improvement because there is none of that in the

·6· ·south.· There is not even a parking space.· So this is a

·7· ·big improvement.

·8· · · · · · Now, we do not address bathrooms or any kind of

·9· ·public facilities, any kind of visitor center, any kind of

10· ·way finding, attendance or edifice or anything, and we

11· ·don't address security.· We really want to have a visible

12· ·security presence wherever the portals are so every single

13· ·person getting off the subway sees they're on video, they

14· ·see there's a police presence there, and they know we are

15· ·watching them.· We know where they go and what they do.

16· ·We are trying to attract buyers.· We are not trying to

17· ·attract vagrants.· We need to keep tabs on them.

18· · · · · · Basically, I would say that we need to load

19· ·people without stopping traffic on Wilshire, which really

20· ·leaves us with the either the Canon Station or the

21· ·Beverly Drive Station.· Beverly Drive is a thoroughfare to

22· ·the Valley, to lose it for a couple years is going to be

23· ·difficult.· Canon Drive has a lot of potential to be a new

24· ·destination street.

25· · · · · · Given the fact that it is now in a transit area,
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·1· ·there will be density bonuses for the owners of these

·2· ·one-story buildings so that we can pretty much predict

·3· ·that that area will now be redeveloped with high rises.

·4· ·Canon seems the most likely.· There is a big, wide open

·5· ·area in front of the station for, you know -- what do we

·6· ·call it now -- social distancing and waiving and public

·7· ·gatherings.· There would be room for police presence and

·8· ·room for bathrooms.· And I don't believe there is any

·9· ·potential for those intersections at the other locales.

10· · · · · · Every time I come to see you, it's about safety.

11· ·That's all we really care about.· Can we get people on and

12· ·off the subway without causing gridlock, without causing

13· ·traffic accidents, and without people getting run over

14· ·going across Wilshire, and can we keep the transient

15· ·population out of our residential neighborhoods and under

16· ·control in our business neighborhood?

17· · · · · · We are facing a lot of challenges with this, but

18· ·I want to thank you for this effort.· At least we are

19· ·going to have something on the right side of Wilshire.

20· ·Then we will go back and revisit no parking, no

21· ·stoplights, no crosswalks, no loading, no bathrooms, no

22· ·stoplights, no unloading, no bathrooms, and no security on

23· ·the south.· The south is still inherently unsafe.· But

24· ·thank you for this meeting.

25· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Thank you very much, Phil.
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·1· · · · · · Huma?

·2· · · · · · MS. AHMED:· Next we have Ms. Barbara Lazaroff.

·3· · · · · · Please go ahead.

·4· · · · · · MS. LAZAROFF:· I also agree, I want to thank

·5· ·everyone for the cooperation over the number of years of

·6· ·working on this project.· It's been complex and it's been

·7· ·rife with emotion.

·8· · · · · · I have a question, but I'll do it at the end.  I

·9· ·agree with Phil on a number of these issues.· Obviously,

10· ·in the letter that I wrote in 2019, and the one I have

11· ·edited for today, I have mentioned that the bathrooms are

12· ·vitally important.

13· · · · · · Restrooms are -- it would be socially

14· ·irresponsible not to have them.· I don't know why the

15· ·initial portal wasn't on the north side either because

16· ·that's where they need it to be, in the most dense area of

17· ·the Golden Triangle, directing people towards the business

18· ·area.

19· · · · · · We absolutely need restrooms and security.

20· ·Safety is becoming a big issue in Beverly Hills and it's

21· ·going to be more so.· I don't agree with Phil though

22· ·because I have questions for Jesse, or maybe I should

23· ·direct them outside of this meeting.· I think I might as

24· ·well -- I was thinking about the betterment of all of

25· ·Beverly Hills.
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·1· · · · · · Now I am going to get a little selfish for a

·2· ·moment.· I did not realize that if the portal would up on

·3· ·Canon, that the idea was to close Clifton and to close

·4· ·Canon -- and I'll ask Jesse now or another time for

·5· ·clarification on that.

·6· · · · · · We have 150 employees that we park in our parking

·7· ·lot behind Spago, and we also use Clifton to exit out onto

·8· ·Wilshire.· We can't operate without the parking lot.· And

·9· ·if you close the valets in front of the restaurant as

10· ·well, we are, basically, a nonoperational restaurant.· So

11· ·not only my restaurant, but the restaurant that

12· ·potentially is going to open next to us that has a

13· ·construction permit, will be out of business.

14· · · · · · We've endured a lot, not just from COVID but from

15· ·the construction itself.· We have tried to be incredibly

16· ·cooperative along the way, but it's impacting us

17· ·immensely.· So I was rather supportive of the Beverly

18· ·site.· I do understand all this has to do, I agree, with

19· ·safety, security, all the issues.· If you read my letters,

20· ·we talk about the infrastructure that already exists on

21· ·Beverly for additional parking or bathrooms that exist

22· ·there -- additional bathrooms will be added.

23· · · · · · So I think the letter expresses it more, and I

24· ·don't want to take up the time today.· But I'm rather

25· ·shocked to hear about what the closures would entail.· It
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·1· ·would be -- it would be likely we wouldn't be able to

·2· ·function.· So thank you for your time.· I appreciate it

·3· ·very much.

·4· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Thank you, Barbara.

·5· · · · · · Huma?

·6· · · · · · MS. AHMED:· Next we have a caller,

·7· ·Mr. Steve Mayer.

·8· · · · · · MR. MAYER:· Honorable Mayor and Vice Mayor and

·9· ·Council Members, I wish to address what is missing from

10· ·the Draft EIR.· You have spent close to a million dollars

11· ·on the EIR and over a million dollars annually on the

12· ·Transportation Division.· You would think the $2 million

13· ·would get you something close to flawless.

14· · · · · · On pages 347 to 349, that section is riddled with

15· ·errors.· More importantly, there is no inclusion of the

16· ·revised NextGen bus plan that was announced in July a

17· ·month before the Draft EIR was published.· Every

18· ·Beverly Hills Metro line will be affected, and the

19· ·elimination of Lines 14 and 16 will have a devastating

20· ·effect.· There is no mention of the proposed NextGen

21· ·changes in the Draft EIR much less the impact on the north

22· ·portal.

23· · · · · · These bus line changes will be in effect for 25

24· ·years, but you have never been consulted.· This will

25· ·impact last mile, Complete Streets, and any other
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·1· ·transportation initiative as it applies to the north

·2· ·portal.· The council does not know what NextGen is about

·3· ·because Metro, your staff, and your consultant have,

·4· ·apparently, intentionally not briefed you.

·5· · · · · · Did you know that Metro was eliminating 25 bus

·6· ·stops in Beverly Hills?· More per capita than any

·7· ·municipality.· But here's the kicker, Metro's data is

·8· ·wrong.· It takes a wanker like me to inform you that Metro

·9· ·intends to eliminate bus stops at Santa Monica/Roxbury

10· ·that don't even exist.· If that Metro data is wrong, what

11· ·other Metro data is wrong in the Draft EIR?

12· · · · · · Clearly, Metro has an attitude that anyone riding

13· ·the bus is part of a faceless society that is all but the

14· ·scum of the earth; yet, you are supposed to be protecting

15· ·them.· Absolutely nothing has been done by the council to

16· ·represent the residents of the city in the approval

17· ·process of NextGen.

18· · · · · · To give you an example of what NextGen is not

19· ·addressing -- Bob, on Monday night, I witnessed an

20· ·unmasked transient bringing on a Ralph's shopping cart

21· ·onto a bus.· How can you allow your wife to go on a bus

22· ·with no protection or enforcement?· I can also provide

23· ·some dramatic examples as they apply to Julie and John.

24· ·NextGen does not incorporate the safety element and

25· ·neither does the Draft EIR.· This is a significant impact
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·1· ·that must be mitigated.

·2· · · · · · Despite the outrage that bus passengers

·3· ·experience every day, what I am troubled about in the

·4· ·Draft EIR is the lack of numbers.· For example, there is

·5· ·no economic-impact analysis of the closing of

·6· ·Beverly Drive during the construction process much less

·7· ·for other potential closures.· Further, you have no idea

·8· ·how many passengers would favor one location over another.

·9· ·And worse, the numbers utilized are based on the published

10· ·2010 Metro report.

11· · · · · · Since that time, pre-pandemic, the reduction of

12· ·passengers riding the subway is 25 percent.· You might be

13· ·spending $60 million for only 2,500 passengers a day, the

14· ·same who utilize the bus today.· I can go on and on, but

15· ·the bottom line -- while this report is good in a number

16· ·of aspects, it's nowhere close to the quality that you

17· ·need to be able to make an informed decision based on

18· ·size, not conjecture.· Thank you.

19· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Thank you, Steve.

20· · · · · · MS. AHMED:· We also have one written comment for

21· ·Mr. Mark Elliot.· Our reader for this evening is

22· ·Eric Barnes.

23· · · · · · Eric, please go ahead.

24· · · · · · MR. BARNES:· "Dear Mayor Friedman and Members of

25· ·the City Council.· Thank you for the opportunity to speak
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·1· ·up and support the project option for a north portal on

·2· ·Beverly Drive.· According to the Draft EIR, that location

·3· ·will not preclude any of the mobility enhancements

·4· ·identified in the draft, Complete Streets Plan, so I can

·5· ·enthusiastically support it.

·6· · · · · · "More broadly, I'm gratified that this Draft EIR

·7· ·reminds us to think about our already-established

·8· ·transportation goals which include a multi-model mobility

·9· ·system, infrastructure intended to reduce single-occupant

10· ·motor vehicle travel, and the adoption of policies that

11· ·will promote the movement of people regardless of mode.

12· · · · · · "Specifically, the Draft EIR calls out a general

13· ·plan circulation, Element Goal 8, quote, 'An integrated

14· ·complete and safe bicycle system to encourage bicycling

15· ·within the city,' end quote.· I can't agree more.· But

16· ·however laudable that goal, it is hardly whispered outside

17· ·of a Traffic and Parking Commission meeting.

18· · · · · · "I'm also gratified that the Draft EIR calls out

19· ·the draft Complete Streets Plan Commendable Mobility

20· ·Improvements.· We must revive that plan if we are to

21· ·properly serve tomorrow's transit users with the

22· ·first-mile and last-mile access to stations.

23· · · · · · "On a related note, Section 3-12 in the Draft EIR

24· ·mentions a Wilshire/Rodeo Station Pathway Plan, which is

25· ·described as a project of City and Metro collaboration and

https://www.kennedycourtreporters.com
vicky.wu
Line

DanielsS1
Typewritten Text
PT-14 cont'd

vicky.wu
Line

DanielsS1
Typewritten Text
PT-15

vicky.wu
Line

DanielsS1
Typewritten Text
PT-16



·1· ·is intended to enhance station accessibility for active

·2· ·transportation users like bicyclists.· Where is that plan?

·3· ·I have never heard of it.

·4· · · · · · "Moreover, a diligent web search turned up no

·5· ·such document.· Is this another instance of aspirational

·6· ·mobility planning in Beverly Hills?

·7· · · · · · "Lastly, this last Draft EIR gives a short drift

·8· ·to connect Beverly Hills precisely because street scape

·9· ·beautification does nothing to connect would-be transit

10· ·users to the Purple Line; yet, it rightly embraces the

11· ·promise of Complete Streets.· That should be our lesson as

12· ·we contemplate this portal and see what mobility would

13· ·look like in the decades ahead.· Thank you very much for

14· ·your time."

15· · · · · · That ends the written comments.

16· · · · · · MS. AHMED:· That concludes public comment for

17· ·this item.

18· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Okay.· Thank you.

19· · · · · · Again, I want to remind everyone that public

20· ·comment is still open and will be accepted through -- I'm

21· ·seeing a motion from our city clerk.

22· · · · · · MS. AHMED:· Mr. Savenick would like to add to his

23· ·comments.

24· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Sure.

25· · · · · · Go ahead.
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·1· · · · · · MR. SAVENICK:· Okay.· The Last-Half-Mile Report.

·2· ·The Last-Mile Report which I requested and have read has

·3· ·now been changed because Metro is admitting that no one

·4· ·who lives outside of a half mile of the station and no one

·5· ·who is going to any business outside of that half mile

·6· ·will use the Metro.· So it's been reduced by half.

·7· · · · · · In that Half-Mile Report, it says that the only

·8· ·thing the City of Beverly Hills needs is a bike lane on

·9· ·Charleville, as quoted in the Complete Streets Report.· We

10· ·who went to Complete Streets know that was the Bike Lane

11· ·Report that was relabeled.· 50 people got up at Parking

12· ·and Transportation and complained we were losing parking

13· ·for bikes in the residential and in the business areas.

14· ·We thought it was gone.· It went to Metro.

15· · · · · · Metro, as far as they're concerned, that's the

16· ·only thing that we need.· The things that were in the

17· ·Letter of Agreement are nowhere in that Last-Half-Mile

18· ·Report.· There is nothing about security or crosswalks or

19· ·a turnout to park.· There is nothing.· So it didn't get to

20· ·Metro.· They published a report, but nothing we talked

21· ·about made it into their report except a bike lane on

22· ·Charleville.

23· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Okay.· Thank you.

24· · · · · · Huma, do you have another comment?

25· · · · · · MS. AHMED:· Yes.· We have one more caller,
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·1· ·Mr. Corey Clem.

·2· · · · · · MR. CLEM:· Honorable Mayor Friedman and Council,

·3· ·I just wanted to thank you and everyone involved in the

·4· ·Draft EIR.· From a technical and environmental standpoint,

·5· ·it's beyond sufficient.· A big thanks to all involved.

·6· · · · · · As to the final location, I refer to the

·7· ·stakeholders whose businesses will be the most directly

·8· ·impacted, which, obviously, they'll prioritize the right

·9· ·option.

10· · · · · · In looking at this, though, the majority of the

11· ·people who will be getting off at the Rodeo stop will be

12· ·looking to get into the Triangle.· All of these options

13· ·actually feel a little bit small to me.· I wish we could

14· ·think a little bit bigger in terms of this.· We are

15· ·talking about a handful of spaces as opposed to what we

16· ·are really looking for in the future.

17· · · · · · When you look at Exposition Light Rail EIR from

18· ·back in 2009, they were actually looking at what the

19· ·modeling of the data would like for when that stop opened

20· ·as well as their goal for 2030.· I didn't see anything in

21· ·here about modeling.· There is some really good

22· ·information about construction mitigation, and there's

23· ·some really good thinking about what's going to happen

24· ·from and an EIR standpoint, but we aren't looking ahead to

25· ·see how this is going to impact the flow of the traffic
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·1· ·through our city as well as what it looks like in the

·2· ·future.

·3· · · · · · I'd also like to congratulate everyone involved

·4· ·that we also solved the last-mile problem.· If you draw a

·5· ·one-mile radius from either the La Cienega stop or the

·6· ·stop of wherever it comes out at, we have every building

·7· ·south of Santa Monica Boulevard except 15, I think.· Three

·8· ·in the northeast and about 12 in the southwest who are

·9· ·within one mile.

10· · · · · · Ask any urban planner, the last mile is your

11· ·fete.· We have solved that already.· But how are we

12· ·solving the, actually, 50 percent of trips in LA County

13· ·that are actually five miles or less?· Which is 15 miles

14· ·by bike or scooter.· The fact that we continue to approach

15· ·this in a piecemeal fashion became so apparent when I got

16· ·involved with the Connect Beverly Hills Project, which

17· ·actually did not deal with the facade, and it didn't

18· ·bother with extending the corridor north of a very small

19· ·block distance.

20· · · · · · We are not thinking about the future.· We are not

21· ·considering the impact COVID is going to have on people's

22· ·embrace of public transportation.· I am for the subway.  I

23· ·don't know what people's response to that is going to be.

24· ·We have got to look at our transportation that work with

25· ·equity and prioritizing safety and making sure that we are
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·1· ·building it for everyone, and we are looking ahead beyond

·2· ·whenever we are done digging and the doors open, and how

·3· ·we want to move people around our city and everything

·4· ·should fall into place from there.

·5· · · · · · I support the Complete Street Plan.· It's very

·6· ·frustrating that we let a 2015 bicycle priority snowball

·7· ·into a bike and ped and snowball into Complete Streets.

·8· ·But the only thing given at any of the meetings was,

·9· ·quote, unquote, "staff recommend..." and that snowball is

10· ·huge and it's melting as the world burns.· I thank you for

11· ·your time, and encourage you to think as big as possible

12· ·with this because we need it.

13· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Okay.· Thank you, Corey.

14· · · · · · And I understand Ms. Lazaroff has a couple more

15· ·comments that she'd like to make.

16· · · · · · MS. LAZAROFF:· I have many.· I'm not going to

17· ·make them today.· I do want to underscore that I agreed

18· ·with Corey, and we have discussed those, and we agree that

19· ·we want a green city.· I want to say we really absolutely

20· ·need to look at those issues.· So thank you, Corey, and

21· ·the rest of the people that he has been working very hard

22· ·with on this issue on bike paths and the rest.

23· · · · · · I just want to reiterate one more time that if

24· ·you really want people to use the north portal, it's going

25· ·to have to be close enough somehow to the south portal
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·1· ·that you don't have people who don't want to walk down two

·2· ·or three blocks from Rexford or whatever point and walk

·3· ·all the way east.· They're just simply going to walk

·4· ·across the street and use the south portal, especially if

·5· ·they are carrying packages and other things.· They are

·6· ·just not going to use it.

·7· · · · · · So you can build the north portal east of

·8· ·Beverly, but I don't think it will be utilized as much as

·9· ·it would on Beverly.· Simply that.· And, again, I said so

10· ·much of what I wanted to say in my two letters, so I'm not

11· ·going to take up the Honorable Mayor and City Council's

12· ·time today.· But I also will find a liaison to speak to

13· ·about these very specifics if it is on Canon because we've

14· ·got serious operational issues.

15· · · · · · But for the betterment of the entire city, I

16· ·really think you have to consider how the north portal

17· ·will be best utilized, and where it would be situated to

18· ·be utilized, and to get where the most density of the

19· ·shops and other amenities and the hotels are.· It's, you

20· ·know, employees, basically, coming back and forth.  I

21· ·still think Beverly is the right location.

22· · · · · · Thank you for your time.· And thank you for all

23· ·the hard work that's gone down with this.· Everybody has

24· ·been very communicative and trying to be transparent.

25· ·Thank you.
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·1· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Thank you again, Barbara.

·2· · · · · · Huma, any other callers or e-mails?

·3· · · · · · MS. AHMED:· That concludes public comment now.

·4· ·Thank you.

·5· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Okay.· So we will close public

·6· ·comment for today, but there is still the opportunity that

·7· ·everyone has to make public comment.· The public comment

·8· ·will remain open until October 8th.· And, again, I want to

·9· ·remind everyone that this is not a discussion regarding

10· ·the portal location.· That is a discussion that will occur

11· ·later on.· This is a discussion regarding the Draft EIR.

12· · · · · · So with that, I'm going to go to my colleagues

13· ·for questions of staff.· And, again, since the public

14· ·comment period is still open, our comments should be

15· ·limited to questions that we have, and limited comments,

16· ·but I don't think it would be appropriate for us to come

17· ·to any conclusions on any item until the public comment

18· ·period has been completed.

19· · · · · · So with that, I will go first to Council Member

20· ·Gold for his questions.

21· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER GOLD:· Mayor, you have limited me

22· ·dramatically.· So I actually don't have a lot of questions

23· ·for tonight.· I do think it would be worthwhile -- not

24· ·tonight -- but to come back to us with an answer to

25· ·Mr. Mayer's comment about the buses and what the impacts
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·1· ·of that are.· I'd like to understand that a little bit

·2· ·better.· Again, not off the cuff, but with some research

·3· ·into that.· What are the impacts as it relates to our

·4· ·city?

·5· · · · · · I think as it relates to the presented report as

·6· ·best I could tell -- and this is a question I suppose --

·7· ·as best I could tell, each of the three proposed sites

·8· ·has, essentially, the same environmental impact.· With the

·9· ·exception of noise, during construction, none of them are

10· ·significant and not mitigatable.· But every site had,

11· ·effectively, the same impact.

12· · · · · · So in our decision making going forward -- again,

13· ·I guess a question -- are any of those so dramatically

14· ·different that that would cause us to make a decision

15· ·about one site versus another?· Is there something

16· ·underneath the numeric number, you know, one, two, or

17· ·three -- is there something underneath that you think is

18· ·of such significance that would influence our decision

19· ·about which of these three sites?

20· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· This is David with AECOM.· No.  I

21· ·would say in general you are understanding that correctly.

22· ·There are very similar impacts across all of the

23· ·alternatives.· And I think one of their more important

24· ·pieces of information is the conformance with project

25· ·goals referencing the project need and main objectives of
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·1· ·the project at its foundation.

·2· · · · · · So those are elements that can go into the

·3· ·decision-making process.· But as far as the environmental

·4· ·impacts are concerned, they are, essentially, similar

·5· ·across the alternatives.

·6· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER GOLD:· Okay.· That's great.· That

·7· ·was my understanding.

·8· · · · · · I think our major discussion, obviously not for

·9· ·tonight, is going to be to pick one of these three, or, I

10· ·guess, potentially a fourth if one arises.· I will say

11· ·without getting too far down the rabbit hole that I think

12· ·the nomenclature "portal" is deceiving.

13· · · · · · Because I think in the conversation about a north

14· ·portal, we -- certainly I'll speak for myself -- expected

15· ·that that would entail a building, and within that

16· ·building, there were going to be certain services provided

17· ·which would include things like bathrooms, police

18· ·stations, parking, drop off, whatever.

19· · · · · · As described tonight, that is not true.· At least

20· ·for two of the three for sure and perhaps for the third

21· ·also.· We are not really talking about that kind of

22· ·structure.· We are talking about a hole in the ground with

23· ·an escalator or two.· And I think that in the discussion,

24· ·when we do have it, a portal -- I think it's probably

25· ·Phil Savenick that said it.
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·1· · · · · · I do think that that discussion should include

·2· ·if not here, then where do we achieve that expectation of

·3· ·creating those services?· If it's not technically at the

·4· ·portal, is it, and if so where is it?· Because I do think

·5· ·that, as I said for myself and for a large part of this

·6· ·community, we set an expectation that those things will

·7· ·happen.

·8· · · · · · The only other thing I want to say on the portal

·9· ·thing tonight -- and maybe to inform our next discussion

10· ·about this on a, probably, superficial level, and

11· ·certainly presented tonight, and not to be pejorative, but

12· ·without an in-depth discussion -- it would appear that

13· ·either the Beverly portal as presented, or the Canon

14· ·portal as presented, somebody's ox is going to get gored

15· ·in this deal, one of the restaurants or multiple

16· ·restaurants or one of the merchants up on the street where

17· ·it happens are going to be significantly impacted by the

18· ·placement of that portal.

19· · · · · · So when you do bring it back, I would hope that,

20· ·A, those stakeholders are fully engaged in this

21· ·discussion, and, B, we begin to think about mitigations,

22· ·even an advance of the decision, but potential mitigations

23· ·that could be discussed as we discussed the impacts of the

24· ·portals, and not just, sort of, leave it up in air to say,

25· ·"Well, all the parking or all the valet zones, all the
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·1· ·rest are going to go away, Oh my God."· I would like a

·2· ·robust conversation about the nature of mitigation we

·3· ·could, in terms of that.

·4· · · · · · Lastly, it sounds, for a couple of reasons, that

·5· ·the Metro Staging Yard is a less -- I don't want to say

·6· ·"friendly" -- a less-wanted plan.· I'm losing the word.

·7· ·But not as optimal of a place as the other two might be.

·8· ·And I would ask the question, what are the kind of things

·9· ·that we could -- and I recognize we could never make the

10· ·distances small -- but are there things we can do that

11· ·might make that more attractive as a place to put this?

12· · · · · · And, in fact, I know that there's been some

13· ·conversation preliminary about the size of the space and,

14· ·really, what kind of building we could or could not put up

15· ·there if, in fact, we wanted to look at this as a place to

16· ·add some of these amenities.· But I would hope you would

17· ·come back with a sketched-out understanding of what space

18· ·looks like and what could we conceivably put on it, what

19· ·we would need to do in order to make it fully functional

20· ·as we might envision it, and what are the options as it

21· ·relates to that, if, in fact, it was something we wanted

22· ·to consider?

23· · · · · · Because, that, I think is going to be the crux of

24· ·this, the EIR is effectively the same.· The real question

25· ·is which would be the best place to put this, and the
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·1· ·other is will it help drive that conversation.· So these

·2· ·are my comments for tonight.· And, again, just an

·3· ·understanding of what the impact of the bus routes are.

·4· ·I'd like to know that too.

·5· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· We will go to Council Member

·6· ·Bosse, please.

·7· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Thank you.

·8· · · · · · Susan, you and I have done many EIRs together, so

·9· ·you know what to expect from me.

10· · · · · · MS. HEALY-KEENE:· I'm hoping there's tabs and

11· ·lots of highlighting.

12· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· So just to understand the

13· ·boundaries of tonight in terms of the EIR, as the Mayor

14· ·said, there's not going to be any direction or comments of

15· ·direction because we still have much more public comment

16· ·to come in.· But what you are looking for -- I just want

17· ·to make sure -- are comments on the specifics of the EIR,

18· ·what's in the EIR, and what we feel might not be in the

19· ·EIR that needs to be addressed; correct?

20· · · · · · MS. HEALY-KEENE:· That is correct.· If there is

21· ·an analysis that you feel is missing according to those

22· ·topics that need to be discussed vis-à-vis CEQA.· If

23· ·there's further analysis that you think needs to be done,

24· ·those would be important comments during this draft

25· ·comment period.· Those are the comments we would be
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·1· ·looking for, things to improve the environmental analysis.

·2· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Wonderful.· I was hoping

·3· ·you would say that.· So I'll begin.· Once I ask my

·4· ·questions, whoever feels best equipped to answer would be

·5· ·great.· So under the alternatives, at least two of the

·6· ·three alternatives, they have two elevators, one stairway,

·7· ·one up escalator, and the access to the exit is only

·8· ·stairs or two elevators.· So first is a question.· Why is

·9· ·there no down elevator?

10· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· There are two elevators --

11· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· I mean escalator.· I'm

12· ·sorry.· Why is there no down escalator?

13· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· So that is the site size and

14· ·geometry of what we are dealing with.· So it's a width

15· ·perspective, essentially, for the alternatives Beverly and

16· ·Canon.· So it would end up increasing the impact out into

17· ·the street in the public right of way if there was a

18· ·second escalator put into the equation.· And we do

19· ·recognize on the Canon Staging Yard Alternative, the

20· ·potential --

21· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· That's why I said "two of

22· ·three alternatives."

23· · · · · · So in terms of impacts, though, we are basically

24· ·looking at the fact that there will be two elevators, one

25· ·stairway, and one up escalator.· So my next question is
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·1· ·what is the occupancy of the elevators?

·2· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· The occupancy of the elevators?

·3· ·That is a good question.· I don't think we've fully

·4· ·spelled out the exact number of occupancies of the

·5· ·elevators, but we can certainly address that with the

·6· ·response to comments.· They will adhere to Metro's

·7· ·standard criteria as far as the size of the elevator is

·8· ·concerned --

·9· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Right.· But in terms of

10· ·the environmental impact analysis, I imagine -- and having

11· ·been involved with the EIR --

12· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· -- about the guidelines --

13· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· I just heard somebody

14· ·talk.· Having been involved with the EIR for the --

15· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· I think we are having technical

16· ·difficulties.

17· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Yeah.· I'm hearing

18· ·somebody speak and it's a male voice.· There is a certain

19· ·amount of analysis that Metro has done as to how many

20· ·people will be using these portals.· So I'm just trying to

21· ·do the environmental analysis of whatever the amount of

22· ·people that will be using this.

23· · · · · · We have to expect that "X" amount of people will

24· ·be using the two elevators, the one escalator, and the one

25· ·stairway.· So with two elevators, I do think it's

https://www.kennedycourtreporters.com
vicky.wu
Line

DanielsS1
Typewritten Text
PT-29 cont'd



·1· ·important to understand how many people can fit in each

·2· ·elevator to make sure that whatever is going to be

·3· ·happening could actually work.· So that's, you know, for

·4· ·later in terms of comments.

·5· · · · · · So my next question is, you know -- parking is to

·6· ·be removed on the east side of the Beverly Drive

·7· ·Alternative and the Canon Drive Alternative, and the

·8· ·portal is on the west side.· So why is the parking being

·9· ·removed on the east side?

10· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· To maintain the through lanes of

11· ·traffic.· So the right of way -- because the portal goes

12· ·out into the right of way, that what is currently at

13· ·southbound and a right-turn lane pocket, in each of those

14· ·alternatives, that reduces the width of the right of way

15· ·available in that particular location.· So that is --

16· ·removing the parking allows us to maintain the same

17· ·through lanes for traffic.

18· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Okay.· Then in terms of

19· ·the Cannon Drive Half Portal Alternative, there's a

20· ·traffic signal that's supposed to be installed at Canon

21· ·and Clifton Way.· Why is that?

22· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· That is the last intersection in

23· ·the study area that is currently unsignalized.

24· · · · · · Sarah, if you want to jump in.· Sarah is our

25· ·specific transportation analysis that she provides on this
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·1· ·if you want to elaborate on the particular reason for a

·2· ·signaling on that intersection.

·3· · · · · · MS. BRANDENBERG:· Yes.· Good evening.· Sarah

·4· ·Brandenberg with Fehr and Peers.· We recommended a signal

·5· ·at that intersection as part of the Canon or Canon Staging

·6· ·Yard Alternative to make sure we are able to handle the

·7· ·increase in pedestrian volumes through the area.· As David

·8· ·said, it's one of the only remaining stop-controlled

·9· ·intersections along Canon between Wilshire up to North

10· ·Santa Monica Boulevard.· When we look at the future

11· ·traffic volumes as well, the future traffic volumes also

12· ·warrant a signal at that intersection.

13· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Okay.· Thank you.

14· · · · · · So now looking to when we have alternatives also

15· ·looking to feasibility -- this might be a question for

16· ·Susan or George perhaps.· So under the Staging Yard

17· ·Alternative, there's a requirement to purchase a property.

18· ·Do we have a ballpark estimate on what the current

19· ·property value is that the City would need to purchase?

20· · · · · · MR. CHAVEZ:· Do you want to go, Susan, or do you

21· ·want me to talk about it?

22· · · · · · MS. HEALY-KEENE:· I think you have more

23· ·information, George.

24· · · · · · MR. CHAVEZ:· So at this time, we do not.· There

25· ·are a lot of factors involved in that.· I have spoken to

https://www.kennedycourtreporters.com
vicky.wu
Line

DanielsS1
Typewritten Text
PT-31 cont'd

vicky.wu
Line

DanielsS1
Typewritten Text
PT-32



·1· ·some people involved in that, and the information I get is

·2· ·very vague at this moment.· But it would be very

·3· ·expensive.

·4· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Right.· But when we are

·5· ·looking at three alternatives, regardless of, you know,

·6· ·the environmental impact one way or the other, there also

·7· ·has to be feasibility to the alternative as making sense.

·8· ·So I do think -- in terms of the EIR comments, I do think

·9· ·that question should be asked and answered at the final

10· ·draft report, please.· Okay.

11· · · · · · Back to the Canon Drive Staging Yard.· In this

12· ·particular alternative, it has public restrooms on the

13· ·street level, and the other alternatives have restrooms

14· ·where?

15· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· They don't.· That is not currently

16· ·in the plans for the other two alternatives.

17· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Okay.· And tell me why.

18· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· The height and geometry

19· ·requirements of the sites as we have them currently drawn

20· ·I suppose.· That's the main reason.

21· · · · · · MS. HEALY-KEENE:· I would also add on that that

22· ·has been a discussion as part of the settlement agreement.

23· ·I think that bathrooms are envisioned in any future,

24· ·perhaps, development that may occur.· So I know Rob Welch

25· ·is also on this and maybe can speak to a little more
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·1· ·detail on this.

·2· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· I appreciate it.· Because

·3· ·as far as I'm concerned, and many other members in the

·4· ·community, at least for me, that's a deal breaker.· You

·5· ·know, bathrooms are a tremendous priority.· So how does

·6· ·that work for the other two alternatives that we are

·7· ·considering?

·8· · · · · · MR. WELCH:· Good evening.· Rob Welsh with Public

·9· ·Works.· The bathrooms were identified as a requirement of

10· ·the MOA to be negotiated as part of our settlement

11· ·agreement which we are currently negotiating and hoping to

12· ·come forward in your near future for your consideration.

13· · · · · · And in the settlement agreement, it identifies

14· ·that Metro is going to make available a bathroom facility

15· ·in conjunction with the future development.· So with that

16· ·understanding that if the Beverly option was selected,

17· ·then the bathrooms would be located on the south side in

18· ·the future development, same with the Canon Street option.

19· ·But with the Canon Staging Yard option, there is a

20· ·potential to locate those bathrooms at that location.

21· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Okay.· Again, in the terms

22· ·of the final EIR, I would like that documented as a

23· ·question asked and answered, please.

24· · · · · · In terms of construction impacts, it says that

25· ·Canon Drive would have to have a full closure to Clifton.
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·1· ·So what happens to the businesses from Wilshire to

·2· ·Clifton?

·3· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· Those businesses -- the Draft EIR

·4· ·does not actually do an economic analysis of what happens

·5· ·to those businesses during that construction time.· So as

·6· ·the document currently stands, there's not an economic

·7· ·analysis related to their operations.

·8· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Okay.· So that was

·9· ·actually something that I was going to add as well -- that

10· ·I would like to be addressed in the Final EIR as well.

11· ·Other than the impacts of closing the street and such,

12· ·there's also going to be -- aside from a economic impacts,

13· ·there is also going to be traffic and parking and

14· ·circulation impacts of closing that street as well.

15· · · · · · So I -- other than the economic, which is

16· ·significant, which I would like addressed, we also need to

17· ·look at how we would impact the traffic and circulation of

18· ·closing that street.

19· · · · · · So continuing on to street closures.· The project

20· ·alternative has the road closed from Wilshire to Beverly

21· ·Canon Gardens.· We currently have, for example, Avra

22· ·restaurant there.· We also have a parking entrance to the

23· ·Chase bank building.· Would those two still be accessible?

24· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· Yes.· The plan would still allow

25· ·for them to be accessible.
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·1· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Is that also true for the

·2· ·public garage that's on the east side next to Beverly

·3· ·Canon Gardens?

·4· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· Yes.

·5· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Okay.· So to pick up and

·6· ·drop off which has requirement of removal of parking

·7· ·spaces, you know, it requires removal of parking spaces.

·8· ·How many cars can accommodate, you know, for the loading

·9· ·and unloading when you take out the spaces?· How many cars

10· ·can accommodate in that space?

11· · · · · · MS. BRANDENBERG:· The loading areas that we

12· ·identified can accommodate up to approximately 45 cars in

13· ·an hour with those loading zones that are shown on each of

14· ·the slides that David presented.

15· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· All right.· When you say

16· ·"45 cars in an hour," are we looking at, you know,

17· ·basically, you know, kiss a ride?· Drop off, hi, bye?· So

18· ·what is the analysis within a five-minute period of cars

19· ·picking up/dropping off, et cetera?· If you can shorten

20· ·that timeframe.

21· · · · · · MS. BRANDENBERG:· At any one time, four cars can

22· ·be parked at the curb either dropping off a passenger or

23· ·picking up a passenger.

24· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Also, in terms of valet,

25· ·it says the staging yard would allow for valet, and
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·1· ·there's also a comment in the EIR regarding Beverly Canon

·2· ·Gardens garage.· And so my question to you is when you are

·3· ·in the EIR calling that Beverly Canon Gardens garage is

·4· ·that Canon Drive or Beverly Drive or both?

·5· · · · · · MS. BRANDENBERG:· We are referring to it as both.

·6· ·There's a driveway that's serves both roads.

·7· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Okay.· And can you share

·8· ·with me the circulation -- because both of those entrances

·9· ·are used daily for the area.· How would that work

10· ·circulation wise when you have a subway when it's

11· ·interfacing with daily use in general?· How would that

12· ·work?

13· · · · · · MS. BRANDENBERG:· Right.· So the way that the

14· ·parking loading could work within the garage is vehicles

15· ·could access the garage either from North Beverly Drive or

16· ·North Canon Drive, pull down into the first level of the

17· ·garage.· The parking operation in the garage, when you --

18· ·you actually go down to the second level before you

19· ·actually have gates that you use to pull a parking ticket.

20· · · · · · So the first level of the garage is open for

21· ·circulation so it would allow a driver to pull down to the

22· ·first level of the garage.· There's a very small landing

23· ·that occurs right next to the elevator towards the center

24· ·of the first floor of the garage that could be used as a

25· ·loading zone that a passenger could get picked up or
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·1· ·dropped off and exit either Beverly or North Canon.

·2· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· And has there been

·3· ·circulation studies that it could actually work in real

·4· ·life given the fact that is a -- right now is definitely

·5· ·not a time, in my opinion, to give a real-life slice of

·6· ·life in terms of usage, but we certainly have it from back

·7· ·in the day prior to COVID in terms of usage and

·8· ·circulation.· If we don't have it already, I do think it

·9· ·would be helpful to have that for the Final EIR.· Was the

10· ·alley west of Beverly Drive studied in terms of loading

11· ·and unloading?

12· · · · · · MS. BRANDENBERG:· It was not studied in detail.

13· ·The EIR does talk about that the alleys were considered

14· ·and just -- again, we didn't go out and do a

15· ·detailed-loading study or traffic count, but just due to

16· ·general activity in the alleys, they were not recommended.

17· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· Okay.· So again, if the

18· ·project alternative which is the Beverly Drive as we all

19· ·know becomes selected, I do think it's very highly

20· ·probable that people will use that alley to drop off and

21· ·pick up because it's essentially just feet away from, you

22· ·know, from the subway.· And if those four spaces are

23· ·already taken, it will potentially be used.· So I would

24· ·ask that we look at that and see the impacts and see the

25· ·viability of using that for a drop off and pick up as well
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·1· ·please.

·2· · · · · · I didn't read in the EIR -- didn't see much

·3· ·mentioned regarding bike parking, bike share.· Where are

·4· ·we on that?· Has that been studied or is that included?

·5· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· Sarah, I don't believe we

·6· ·specifically called out bike sharing or bike parking in

·7· ·that transportation chapter.· Do you recall that?

·8· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· I didn't see it.· I read

·9· ·it a couple times.· So I would -- Susan believes me.· So I

10· ·would ask that we also include that as well because I do

11· ·think that is a very viable alternative, but in terms of

12· ·where, location, and et cetera.· I would like us to look

13· ·at that.

14· · · · · · The other items that I would like us to address

15· ·for the Final EIR, we already mentioned the loading zone,

16· ·bathrooms, security presence, as stated earlier, the

17· ·elimination of the NextGen bus plan and the economic

18· ·impacts of closing the street.· That's it.· Thank you.

19· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Okay.· Thank you.

20· · · · · · We will go on to Council Member Mirsch.

21· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER MIRSCH:· In the interest of time,

22· ·I'm not going to be asking a lot of questions because I

23· ·actually think what we need to do is -- I understand the

24· ·legal need for the EIR to look at the various

25· ·alternatives, and I understand that a lot of what we're
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·1· ·looking at is the impacts, which would be short term

·2· ·during construction, of all of the various options.

·3· · · · · · However, I think it's really important for us to

·4· ·think of what is the long-term best location for the north

·5· ·portal.· And that, to me, is -- just from a geographic

·6· ·perspective, obviously, the Beverly portal.· I have stated

·7· ·that before, that I think that is where the location

·8· ·should be.· Although, the direct siting of it, I kind of

·9· ·thought it was going to be where the Pepto Bismol statue

10· ·is and not to the side.

11· · · · · · I really think that if, you know, rather than

12· ·going through all of this -- and, yes, they have done this

13· ·voluminous EIR.· If we feel that that is the right

14· ·location for the long-term portal or -- you know, call it

15· ·what you will -- as Julian said, the nomenclature,

16· ·"portal" means lot of things to a lot a people.· I just

17· ·look at it as an exit or entrance to the subway.

18· · · · · · If that, indeed, is going to be the location,

19· ·then I think we should be focusing a lot more specifically

20· ·on what the issues might be on that location when it comes

21· ·to mitigating the impacts, when it comes to creating the

22· ·best siting, and when it comes to working with the

23· ·business community and the neighbors to ensure the

24· ·long-term solution of that.

25· · · · · · Now, again, we've heard people suggest that we
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·1· ·need to have bathrooms and that sort of thing, and that's

·2· ·a longer discussion is what's MTA's -- what is their

·3· ·decision on other stations as well?· You know, there are a

·4· ·number of subway systems throughout the world that do not

·5· ·have facilities like that for a variety of reasons.· And I

·6· ·think that's a part of a larger narrative, and we need to

·7· ·understand what the plans are.

·8· · · · · · Because in the theory, if we are the only station

·9· ·that has a bathroom, then that could increase traffic, or

10· ·perhaps, increase, you know, the ability of -- unless we

11· ·are able to amply police it, for there to be areas where

12· ·we don't have under control or don't know what's

13· ·happening.· I just think we need to be aware of the

14· ·impacts.

15· · · · · · As that being said, this isn't a question of the

16· ·cart-before-the-horse, I just think this is a question of

17· ·what we feel is appropriate for the City.· And when we

18· ·look at the alternatives either on Canon -- and we did

19· ·hear from Barbara Lazaroff, and I completely agree with

20· ·her as well.· This is a station that is going to serve,

21· ·you know, the business triangle.

22· · · · · · And from that perspective -- I forget who it was

23· ·that said that the Reeves location was the wrong one in

24· ·the first place, and yet, here we are stuck with it on the

25· ·residential side of the street.· Okay.· From my
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·1· ·perspective, there should never only be one entrance and

·2· ·one exit to a subway.

·3· · · · · · Anyone who has ever been to London or New York or

·4· ·Chicago or Vienna or any number of cities who have used

·5· ·the subway there on a frequent basis understands that

·6· ·there are not only two entrances and exits, there are

·7· ·often multiple ones.· And that's obvious.· That is so

·8· ·people do not have to cross the street.· And in some cases

·9· ·street scapes can be used for other purposes as well, but

10· ·that allows more flexibility.

11· · · · · · So I'm glad we are correcting what I think was a

12· ·fatal design flaw in the original subway.· It would have

13· ·been, for me, a fatal design flaw if it was only a portal

14· ·entrance or exit at the Reeves Station south of Wilshire.

15· ·We are fixing that.· But I really do think we need to --

16· ·yes, we see what the impacts are going to be and they have

17· ·shown us if we choose Beverly, or Canon for that matter, I

18· ·think we should make up our mind and then we can even

19· ·focus more on how do we allow the construction in a more

20· ·frictionless way.

21· · · · · · And, you know, we have shown ourselves to be

22· ·accommodating to MTA.· What can we do to work with the

23· ·businesses and the surrounding area to ensure that it is

24· ·the optimal and best siting for the specific -- whether

25· ·it's going to be an elevator, an escalator, stairs, all of
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·1· ·that.· And, you know, I actually do feel we should be

·2· ·coming to a decision fairly soon as to what we want to do,

·3· ·and then we can go back and scrutinize this even more.

·4· · · · · · And, again, I don't think that the basis for the

·5· ·decision is necessarily going to be, nor should it be,

·6· ·what are the short-term impacts going to be.· I think we

·7· ·can and will and should have to deal with those short-term

·8· ·impacts.· And I think we need to be asking ourselves what

·9· ·is going to be the best location not once it opens, but

10· ·from 5, 15, and 30 years.

11· · · · · · And, again, I have looked at it, and I'm willing

12· ·to have my opinion changed.· But from my perspective, it

13· ·is that location at Beverly, the northwest corner of

14· ·Beverly and Wilshire, and I'd love for us to make a

15· ·decision one way or the other and then go from there and

16· ·working out the specifics.· Okay.· Thank you.

17· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Thank you.

18· · · · · · And go to Vice Mayor Wunderlich.

19· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Thank you.· Spectrum is

20· ·having outages in my area and I can see that I am having

21· ·internet problems, so if I start to fade or freeze, if

22· ·people could let me know.

23· · · · · · The people have asked a variety of questions

24· ·already so I'm going to try to not repeat those questions.

25· ·Here is a question about the traffic impacts.· In the
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·1· ·report, it makes the conclusion that none of the projects

·2· ·or alternatives are expected to significantly impact

·3· ·transportation during operations -- I'm reading from

·4· ·Section 3.12.7 -- how is that determined?

·5· · · · · · MS. BRANDENBERG:· That was determined by looking

·6· ·at the way CEQA defines transportation impacts and looking

·7· ·at the roadway network that would be changed by the north

·8· ·portal.· As David showed --

·9· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· So let me ask a question.

10· ·Did you look at the number of people who would be expected

11· ·to go to the station or leave the station?· Did you

12· ·consider how they would get to the station or how they

13· ·would leave the station?· Did you consider what impacts

14· ·those things would have on traffic in the neighborhood?

15· ·Did you consider how there might be disparate impacts in

16· ·the three possible locations?

17· · · · · · MS. BRANDENBERG:· So the way we treated the

18· ·transportation analysis is that we are going to have a

19· ·subway station, right?· Metro has done ridership

20· ·projections of the subway station.· What we did for our

21· ·transportation study for the EIR is we assumed there would

22· ·be a secondary entrance or secondary access point to that

23· ·station, but we did not do additional analysis to see --

24· ·or did not make any projections of how that would

25· ·influence ridership for example, or really change travel
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·1· ·pattern.

·2· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· I'm not talking about

·3· ·influencing ridership.· I am talking about, there is going

·4· ·to be ridership, how is that going to influence traffic?

·5· ·It sounds like you did not do an analysis of people who

·6· ·will be going to and from the stations, how they will get

·7· ·there, and what impact that would have on traffic in those

·8· ·neighborhoods.· Is that correct that you did not do that

·9· ·analysis?

10· · · · · · MS. BRANDENBERG:· Correct.

11· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Well, can that analysis

12· ·can be done?· I think that's an important factor on

13· ·deciding on the locations.

14· · · · · · MS. BRANDENBERG:· We can talk to our project team

15· ·about what analysis could be done and how that would vary

16· ·between the stations.

17· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Right.· So I think your

18· ·statement that there's going to be -- are not expected to

19· ·significantly impact transportation during operations, I

20· ·don't think you know that.

21· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· I would add that -- what we are

22· ·saying is that the original analysis of ridership and road

23· ·share for how people get to and from the station is not

24· ·assumed to dramatically change or change much at all with

25· ·simply the addition of the north portal.
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·1· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· That's an assumption you

·2· ·made.

·3· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER GOLD:· Bob, you faded there.· You

·4· ·went away.· We can't hear you.

·5· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· An important factor in

·6· ·deciding what locations -- are people hearing me?

·7· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER GOLD:· No.

·8· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Can we go to Lester and

·9· ·I'll call in.· Are you hearing me well enough to say that

10· ·I think traffic impacts based on actual usage can be an

11· ·important factor and I'd like to see a study of that?

12· ·That was it.

13· · · · · · Was there, related to that, that different sites

14· ·would have different opportunities for solutions for

15· ·people getting to the site and leaving the site?· Was

16· ·there any analysis of which site has the best

17· ·opportunities for those solutions of getting to the site

18· ·and from the site?

19· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· As far as what mode they use to get

20· ·there like walking, biking, getting dropped off; is that

21· ·what you're saying?

22· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· That's my next question.

23· ·But this question was that the sites would have different

24· ·opportunities to allow for a variety of modes and the

25· ·opportunity to allow for a variety of modes will affect
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·1· ·the extent to which traffic is impacted in the areas?

·2· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· If I'm understanding the question

·3· ·correctly, the larger --

·4· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· In terms -- so would the

·5· ·various sites --

·6· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· I'm having a connection trouble.

·7· ·I'm not sure if you can hear me.· But the loading-zone

·8· ·analysis was the biggest piece of feedback that we got

·9· ·during the stakeholder input during the scoping sessions

10· ·so that was the largest analysis of how people would get

11· ·to and from the station; so, hence, why we added the

12· ·additional loading zone, passenger pick-up and drop-off

13· ·analysis.

14· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Just as an example, at

15· ·first blush, the Canon Staging Yard site which seems to

16· ·have great opportunities to handle a wider variety of

17· ·means of getting to and from the station, that may not be

18· ·true, but at first blush that would seem to be true.· Have

19· ·you done an analysis of how the locations would differ in

20· ·terms of their ability to accommodate various means of

21· ·getting to and from the station?

22· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· No.

23· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Okay.· Council Member

24· ·Bosse already mentioned apparently no mention of bicycle

25· ·storage, bicycle sharing, and things like that.· But as
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·1· ·part of the traffic study, I think the availability of

·2· ·that could also impact the traffic impacts.· And so when

·3· ·one thinks about it, one should also be thinking about the

·4· ·extent to which the different locations can accommodate

·5· ·different means of getting to and from there.

·6· · · · · · Is there an analysis, you know -- any of those

·7· ·stations are going to generate additional pedestrians and

·8· ·additional crossings.· Is there an analysis of the impact

·9· ·of pedestrian safety of the different locations?· Not just

10· ·the number of intersections that are being crossed, but

11· ·given traffic flows and things like, the potential of

12· ·impacts on pedestrian safety?

13· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· Sarah, there is no specific

14· ·inclusion of pedestrian analysis.

15· · · · · · MS. BRANDENBERG:· What we did look at in terms of

16· ·pedestrian flows around the stations were signalized

17· ·crossing nearby as pedestrians were either traveling to or

18· ·from the station to adjacent uses.· And as was mentioned

19· ·earlier, we did identify for the Canon or Canon Staging

20· ·Yard alternative that those would come along with a new

21· ·traffic signal at the intersection of North Canon and

22· ·Clifton Way.

23· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Is there a possibility of

24· ·doing something along these lines -- people don't always

25· ·obey traffic laws.· People jaywalk.· There are certain
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·1· ·places that present opportunities to make these things

·2· ·more likely for people to make a mad dash across the road

·3· ·even though they shouldn't do that, and that impacts

·4· ·pedestrian safety.· Would it be possible to do a more

·5· ·holistic view of impacts of pedestrian safety of the

·6· ·various locations?· Or something to think about.

·7· · · · · · MS. BRANDENBERG:· Yes, we can consider that.

·8· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Okay.· Then as Council

·9· ·Member Gold already pointed out, in terms of the

10· ·environmental conclusions reached by the study, there

11· ·really isn't much reason to pick one location over the

12· ·other.· But someone pointed out that conformance with

13· ·project goals could be a reason to pick one location over

14· ·the other so I have some questions about that.· By my

15· ·reading, the only reason that Beverly and the West Canon

16· ·site are viewed as better meeting the goals than the Canon

17· ·Yard site is because of distance.

18· · · · · · MS. HEALY-KEENE:· Distance and the number of

19· ·crossings, yes.

20· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Now I see.· Is that the

21· ·Canon storage -- is the only -- I'm breaking up again.

22· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· You just did but I think you're

23· ·okay now.

24· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Okay.· I'll apologize on

25· ·Spectrum's behalf.
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·1· · · · · · So the only rationale I saw in the report for why

·2· ·Beverly and the West Canon site get a higher ranking than

·3· ·the Canon Staging Yard site is distance.· Is there any

·4· ·other reason?

·5· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· As Susan mentioned, the distance

·6· ·and numbers of crossings.

·7· · · · · · MS. HEALY-KEENE:· One other consideration could

·8· ·be when construction could begin on the Canon Staging

·9· ·Yard, which would be delayed by two years.

10· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Okay.· If you actually

11· ·look at the distance, the two Canon sites are quite a bit

12· ·closer to each other than the West Canon site is to the

13· ·Beverly site.· So why don't you group the two Canon sites

14· ·together and give them a similar ranking and give the

15· ·Beverly site the unique ranking?

16· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· I think one of the main reasons is

17· ·the additional street that is crossed with the Canon

18· ·Staging Yard.

19· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· There are two criteria,

20· ·one is the number of streets and the other is distance.

21· ·And those are listed as separate criteria, and you

22· ·downgraded the staging yard on both of those.

23· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· It's true --

24· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· What I'm trying to drive

25· ·here is there really that much of a difference?· Is the
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·1· ·Canon Staging Yard site really that materially different

·2· ·than the other sites that it justifies giving them

·3· ·different ranks as opposed to saying they really aren't

·4· ·that different from each other.· What criteria did you use

·5· ·to separate out the Canon Staging Yard site from the other

·6· ·sites?· How much further away is it?

·7· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· We have the analysis in the slide

·8· ·deck.· Perhaps the meeting slides could be put back up?

·9· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· You don't have to answer

10· ·my question now.· My point is really more conceptual.· If

11· ·it were 10 feet further would it be materially different?

12· ·50 feet?· How much further does it have to be to be

13· ·materially different that you downgraded it relative to

14· ·the other ones, and is that really justified?

15· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· It is all a relative scoring system

16· ·if you will.

17· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· I understand that.· And

18· ·it ends up being a yes-or-no discussion.· And you

19· ·downgrade one, and to me, it's not that apparent.· Why did

20· ·you do that?

21· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· I do feel like the information we

22· ·have in the slide deck might be beneficial.· If we can

23· ·take a look at that.

24· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Sure.· If it's easier to

25· ·see, let's see.
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·1· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· It is slide 47.· It is one of the

·2· ·last slides.· Here we go.· If we go up just one more.

·3· ·There we go.· So here are the distances and street

·4· ·crossings in comparison.

·5· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· It confirms what I said.

·6· ·The two Canon sites are more similar to each other than --

·7· ·in this grouping let's say you put the two Canon sites

·8· ·together as opposed to put the Beverly Drive and the

·9· ·West Canon site together.

10· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· I understand what you are saying.

11· ·I understand what you are saying.· We'll take that comment

12· ·into consideration.

13· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Barbara, are you still there?  I

14· ·think Bob is frozen.· Okay.· Let me make some comments,

15· ·and then as soon as Vice Mayor Wunderlich comes back

16· ·online then I will yield to him.

17· · · · · · Most of the questions that I have, or areas, that

18· ·have been discussed, I'll just go over them in some

19· ·detail.· In terms of the impact of the different

20· ·locations, obviously, the distance walked from the south

21· ·portal to each one is a consideration in terms of people

22· ·using whichever north portal is selected.· Is that a fair

23· ·assumption?

24· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· Yes, I think so.

25· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· And if a person wants to go from
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·1· ·the south portal either on the surface street or

·2· ·underground, they are going to make that determination,

·3· ·ultimately, I suspect, by which is the easiest route,

·4· ·whatever "easiest" means?

·5· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· Yes.

·6· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· So as part of the walkway

·7· ·between the south portal -- it is going to be a walkway;

·8· ·correct, at least conceptually?· Is there a moving walkway

·9· ·that is contemplated or is that not contemplated?

10· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· For this stage of the Draft EIR

11· ·that level of detail has not been contemplated.

12· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Okay.· So I would suggest that

13· ·there be a consideration of that in the Final EIR, at

14· ·least in terms of whether or not it would impact the usage

15· ·of the underground as opposed to the aboveground and some

16· ·sort of comparison because I think hopefully the idea of

17· ·having the north portal is that we will keep people in the

18· ·underground as opposed to going above if they want to

19· ·traverse to the north part of the triangle.

20· · · · · · I also agree with Council Member Bosse regarding

21· ·a study with the alley impacts.· I think that's something

22· ·that we should understand.· If the assumption is that it's

23· ·not going to be used, I think that may be incorrect.  I

24· ·think that we have to assume that there will be some

25· ·usage, especially since things seem to flow to the area of
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·1· ·least distance, and if the least resistance is the alley

·2· ·way, you are going to have some impacts over there.· So

·3· ·I'd like to see something about that.

·4· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Excuse me, Mayor.· This

·5· ·is Bob.· I just want to let you know I'm back on the

·6· ·phone.

·7· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· That's fine.· Bob, I said I

·8· ·would yield to you as soon as you came back on if you'd

·9· ·like.· Bob, are you there?· I will continue.

10· · · · · · In just --

11· · · · · · VICE MAJOR WUNDERLICH:· Can you guys hear me?

12· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Yes, I can hear you, Bob.· Do

13· ·you want to go forward please?

14· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Yes.· If I could just ask

15· ·two more questions.· One was the ventilator shaft and is

16· ·the requirement that it be a vertical tower on the staging

17· ·yard site because the site itself is too small to allow it

18· ·to be horizontally distanced by 40 feet?· Is that why it

19· ·has to be a vertical tower of greater than 40 feet?

20· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· Yes.· The ultimate reason was that

21· ·the site geometry is to get that 40-foot distance on that

22· ·smaller footprint of the site.· That was the design,

23· ·essentially, a designed mitigation if you will.  A

24· ·project-design feature to accomplish that requirement from

25· ·Metro.
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·1· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Would it be possible to

·2· ·keep it horizontal?· How much -- would it be possible to

·3· ·consider an ending location on the surface of that

·4· ·somewhere other than the designated site so that it could

·5· ·be maintained a horizontal 40-foot distance and not have

·6· ·to have a tower with 40 feet.

·7· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· We have our architect on the line.

·8· ·He can weigh in on it.

·9· · · · · · Laurens, if you have an idea on that.

10· · · · · · MR. COSTERIS:· We looked at it pretty

11· ·extensively.· All the requirements of the site and

12· ·below-ground utilities, access for other elements that

13· ·would be located there as part of the project anyway, if

14· ·you will, part in the main subway station the construction

15· ·that's happening.· So we were pretty limited from where we

16· ·could put project features.· So we did look extensively at

17· ·how we could, sort of, put that puzzle together if you

18· ·will.· And I don't believe we have a much other feasible

19· ·way to fit all those pieces together.

20· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Okay.· Thank you.· And my

21· ·last question, Council Member Bosse called for economic

22· ·analysis and I certainly agree with that.· Is that

23· ·something that you are really going to do?· Is that within

24· ·your capabilities and the scope of this analysis?· I'd

25· ·love to see one.· Is that something that you really are
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·1· ·going to do?

·2· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· I'm glad you brought that up.· I do

·3· ·want to acknowledge that that's not a requirement of CEQA.

·4· ·So our team certainly has the capability to perform that

·5· ·type of analysis, however, it is not a part of the CEQA

·6· ·environmental impact analysis.· So I completely understand

·7· ·the desire to have that as part of the decision-making

·8· ·process.

·9· · · · · · So I imagine that it's something we can talk

10· ·about with City staff to figure out the best means and the

11· ·best way forward for that.· Hopefully, that addresses your

12· ·question.· But there's certainly the capability to perform

13· ·one.

14· · · · · · VICE MAYOR WUNDERLICH:· Sure.· Well, I think it

15· ·would be a great thing to have, to talk with City staff

16· ·how it could be accomplished.· Thank you for putting up

17· ·with my Internet problems tonight, and I'm done with my

18· ·questions.· And thank you for all your work.

19· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Thank you.· And interestingly

20· ·enough, that was the next question that I had was Bob's

21· ·last question.· Whether or not that was within the scope

22· ·of an environmental report?· But I would say that if the

23· ·business -- if businesses are not able to survive because

24· ·we pick a location that closes them off, that will

25· ·certainly have a significant environmental impact.· So I
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·1· ·certainly see the nexus between the economy of it and

·2· ·affecting the environments.· So I would also be interested

·3· ·in some sort of analysis of that.

·4· · · · · · Going to the escalator which goes up.· Is there a

·5· ·contemplation of what the width of that escalator area

·6· ·is -- that step?

·7· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· The width of the escalator itself

·8· ·or the landing platform?

·9· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· No.· I'm talking about the --

10· ·the actual length of the entire area is going be larger

11· ·than the actual step or area where a person can occupy.

12· ·So the first question that I have is the area that a

13· ·person occupies.· Is it such that two people could pass

14· ·or, you know, one person is standing still and the next

15· ·person can go up?· Is that the idea?

16· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· Yeah, I believe that's the idea.

17· · · · · · Laurens, I don't know if you remember the

18· ·escalator width on your drawings off the top of your head?

19· ·But we do have that documented in our drawings, the actual

20· ·width of the elevators.

21· · · · · · MR. COSTERIS:· It is about six feet, according to

22· ·Metro standards.

23· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· So six feet would be the entire

24· ·width of the whole operation or the step portion, the

25· ·interior portion?
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·1· · · · · · MR. COSTERIS:· The clear width -- I'd have to

·2· ·look it up very quickly.· I don't have the exact number.

·3· ·I don't know it off the top of my head.· Let me look it up

·4· ·quickly.

·5· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Because the next question I'm

·6· ·going to have is is there a Metro standard in terms of the

·7· ·width in order to get an up and a down escalator, could it

·8· ·be considered -- not saying it's a good idea, but could it

·9· ·be considered to have both an up and a down if it was a

10· ·narrow escalator?

11· · · · · · MR. COSTERIS:· I have seen projects elsewhere

12· ·that have very narrow widths.· That's not what the LA

13· ·Metro standards ask for, but it's certainly possible to do

14· ·that.

15· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Okay.· So the analysis

16· ·concerning that, if that would give us the ability -- and,

17· ·again, I'm not saying it's a good idea -- but something

18· ·that we could look at in terms of having both an up and a

19· ·down if it were narrower.· In terms of bicycles -- and it

20· ·hasn't been studied -- will part of the analysis be

21· ·whether or not the bicycle rack is on the street level and

22· ·part of the analysis be that it is taken on the elevator

23· ·or escalator to go down and parked within the station?

24· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· We can certainly address that about

25· ·where people could park bicycles and how they could get
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·1· ·them in and out of the station.· At the moment, we are not

·2· ·showing bicycle racks as part of the at-street level, so

·3· ·they're not bicycle racks shown in the current design.

·4· ·That doesn't mean that there's not room for them.· We

·5· ·could add those features if we wanted.· So that's

·6· ·something that we can take a look at for the Final EIR.

·7· · · · · · MR. COSTERIS:· So five-foot-eight is not the

·8· ·clear width, that is the space the actual equipment takes

·9· ·up so you would probably end up with about four feet which

10· ·is a fairly standard narrow stair width as well, of clear

11· ·space to circulate.

12· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Okay.· So if that can be

13· ·addressed.· I also -- and I know you have heard this at

14· ·least twice before -- that there was a comment made about

15· ·the change in the bus routes and apparently that was not

16· ·addressed so that is something that at least should be

17· ·mentioned and analyzed in your report also.

18· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· If I could respond to that.· We did

19· ·mention the NextGen plan in the Draft EIR.· And I think

20· ·it's worth acknowledging that itself has not been

21· ·finalized.· Only draft plans have been released by Metro.

22· ·So as far as the analysis for this EIR to base anything

23· ·off of would be, essentially, premature.· So that just

24· ·happens to be the timing between the NextGen plan from

25· ·Metro and this EIR.· But it does acknowledge that that
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·1· ·plan is underway by Metro.

·2· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· And does it have that qualifying

·3· ·language that you just gave us just now about it not being

·4· ·final?

·5· · · · · · MR. DE ROSA:· I'm pretty sure it does.· I will

·6· ·make a note, and if it doesn't, that is something we can

·7· ·easily address in the final.

·8· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Okay.· I think that the other

·9· ·areas that I had concerns with have been addressed by

10· ·others.· So I will go back to any of my other council

11· ·member colleagues if they have anything else that they

12· ·wanted to follow up on.

13· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER BOSSE:· I'm good.

14· · · · · · COUNCIL MEMBER GOLD:· I'm okay.

15· · · · · · MAYOR FRIEDMAN:· Bob is okay or we can't hear

16· ·him.

17· · · · · · If we can have the slide about -- the

18· ·submit-comments slide.· It was one of the last slides so

19· ·we can end on.· So as we have stated before this is still

20· ·part of the public comment period.· This was an

21· ·opportunity for the public to engage and ask questions

22· ·during this meeting, and also gave an opportunity in a

23· ·public setting for myself and my colleagues to ask

24· ·questions.

25· · · · · · Please, I encourage everyone who is watching or
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·1· ·listening to submit any other comments that you have

·2· ·during the comment period.· These are all going to be

·3· ·reviewed and it will be part of the Final EIR.· We will

·4· ·have another meeting once we get to the point where we can

·5· ·talk about selecting a portal site.· So we encourage

·6· ·everybody to please, please get their information in.· And

·7· ·I think that is it.

·8· · · · · · With that, the meeting is adjourned.· Thank you

·9· ·all.

10· · · · · · (The meeting was adjourned at 9:15 p.m.)
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·1· · · · · · · · ·HEARING REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

·2

·3· · · · · · I, Shelby K. Maaske, Hearing Reporter in and for

·4· ·the State of California, do hereby certify:

·5· · · · · · That the foregoing transcript of proceedings was

·6· ·taken before me at the time and place set forth, that the

·7· ·testimony and proceedings were reported stenographically

·8· ·by me and later transcribed by computer-aided

·9· ·transcription under my direction and supervision, that the

10· ·foregoing is a true record of the testimony and

11· ·proceedings taken at that time.

12· · · · · · I further certify that I am in no way interested

13· ·in the outcome of said action.

14· · · · · · I have hereunto subscribed my name this 21st day

15· ·of September, 2020.

16

17

18

19· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ______________________

20· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · SHELBY K. MAASKE
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Westside Purple Line Rodeo Station North Portal Final EIR 

Page 3-187  |  3.0 Response to Comments on the Draft EIR October 2020 

Response PT-1 

The commenter states that a South Portal is unsafe and that a subway station is needed in the 
business district, but that the current proposals do not address the safety issues that were 
previously agreed upon. The commenter also states that the South Portal does not include any 
loading areas for passengers getting picked-up or dropped-off at the station. The effects of 
potential pick-up/drop-off locations were evaluated for the Project and Project Alternatives in 
Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR. The pick-up and drop-off evaluation focused only on the 
roadways north of Wilshire Boulevard. This was done to draw North Portal pick-up and drop-off 
activity away from the residential neighborhoods located south of Wilshire Boulevard. Roadways 
evaluated include North Beverly Drive, North Cañon Drive, North Crescent Drive, and Clifton 
Way. As shown in Table 3.12-4 of the Draft EIR, the potential loading zones would occur along 
the curb and result in the loss of on-street parking. However, the loading zones would not result 
in the loss of vehicular travel lanes. In addition, the City will be able to coordinate with TNCs to 
provide geofencing, a common industry practice with TNCs.  

Response PT-2 

The commenter states their opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate in that it does not address 
public safety in regard to any of the alternatives. Please refer to Response 24-5 and Response 
24-13 for additional information on public safety. This comment does not state a specific 
concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
 
Response PT-3 

The commenter states that passenger loading should occur without stopping traffic on Wilshire 
Boulevard which results in either Beverly Drive or Cañon Drive as loading options. In addition, 
Beverly Drive is a thoroughfare to the Valley and Cañon Drive has the potential to be a 
destination street. As described in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR, curbside loading along 
Wilshire Boulevard was evaluated but deemed to be infeasible due to the existing roadway 
geometric configuration. The provision of curb space along Wilshire Boulevard would create 
potential conflicts with vehicular traffic and would require removal of one travel lane, which 
would need to be studied in detail due to high traffic volumes that occur throughout the day and 
especially during peak hours. Therefore, the pick-up and drop-off evaluation focused only on the 
roadways north of Wilshire Boulevard to draw North Portal loading activity away from the 
residential neighborhoods located south of Wilshire Boulevard. Regarding travel demand in the 
study area, North Beverly Drive carries higher traffic flows than North Cañon Drive as noted in 
the comment. The average daily traffic volume on North Beverly Drive is approximately 18,200 
in comparison to 9,300 vehicles per day on North Cañon Drive. These travel demands were 
observed prior to the closure of North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard that 
occurred due to current construction activity for the Purple Line and Rodeo Station. As outlined 
in SB 743 of CEQA Guidelines, increased traffic flows are no longer consider a CEQA impact, 
however, this analysis was completed and is included in the Traffic Operations Report (see 
Appendix A). 
 
Response PT-4 

The commenter expresses their opinion regarding police presence and bathrooms for the 
Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. Please refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 for 
additional information on public safety and police presence. In addition, provisions for police 
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security and restrooms will be provided as outlined in the Settlement Agreement that is being 
prepared between the City and Metro. 
 
Response PT-5 

The commenter states their opinion about pedestrian safety on Wilshire Boulevard and the 
overflow of transit patrons into surrounding neighborhoods. Please refer to Response 20-2 for 
additional information on pedestrian safety. This comment does not state a specific concern 
about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the 
comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies 
for their review and consideration. 
 
Response PT-6 

The commenter stated their opinion regarding the inclusion of parking, stoplights, crosswalks, 
vehicle loading, and bathrooms at the North Portal. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 
3.12, Transportation, on-street parking would be maintained within certain segments on Beverly 
and Cañon Drives, a traffic signal would be installed at the intersection of Cañon Drive and 
Clifton Way to improve pedestrian safety, and crosswalks would be maintained along Wilshire 
Boulevard. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
 
Response PT-7 

The commenter expresses they would like to include bathrooms for the North Portal. Due to 
space limitations restrooms are not included with the Project (Beverly Drive) or the Cañon Drive-
Half Portal Alternative. However, as described in Section 2.5 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft 
EIR, restrooms could be provided with Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. In addition, 
bathrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being 
prepared between the City and Metro. This comment does not state a specific concern about 
the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.  
 
Response PT-8 

The commenter states their concerns with potential road closures for construction of the Cañon 
Drive Alternative and expressed support of the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to 
Response 19-3 for information on potential road closures. In addition, the City is preparing an 
analysis of the potential economic impacts the Project may have on adjacent businesses during 
construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not a 
required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record 
and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response PT-9 

This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the 
Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
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Response PT-10 

The commenter states the revised NextGen Bus Plan was not included in the Draft EIR. The 
NextGen Bus Plan is mentioned in Section 3.12.3 of the Draft EIR, which states Metro is 
currently preparing the NextGen Bus Plan with the goal of implementing a new bus network in 
Los Angeles County that is more relevant and reflective of local and regional travel needs, and 
that some of the existing routes in Beverly Hills may be modified as a result of the NextGen Bus 
Plan. The existing bus line and bus stop information included in Section 3.12.3 has been 
updated as part of the Final EIR to address comments received on the Draft EIR, including a 
summary of planned changes to existing transit services as identified in the Metro NextGen Bus 
Plan.  

Response PT-11 

The commenter expresses there is no economic analysis as it relates to the street closures 
included in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response 21-2 for information on the economic 
impacts as it relates to street closures. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, an economic 
analysis is not required, therefore this analysis is not included in the Draft EIR. However, this 
information will be provided in a separate Beverly Hills City staff report to inform decision 
making on selection of a portal location. This comment does not state a specific concern about 
the Draft EIR.  
 
Response PT-12 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not state the number of passengers that would 
favor each of the alternatives and the transit projections included are from the 2010 Metro 
report. The commenter also states that transit ridership has been declining prior to the 
pandemic and expresses concerns over the cost of the station in comparison to ridership. The 
ridership projections for the Purple Line were developed by Metro as part of the Metro Westside 
Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) 
(2010) which includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the Rodeo Station. 
Metro’s EIS/EIR projects that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 
(Metro 2010, Table 5-3). The North Portal project would provide a secondary access point to 
serve the Rodeo Station and is not expected to change the ridership projections for the Purple 
Line including passenger boardings at the Rodeo Station. Refer to PT-40 for additional 
information regarding pedestrian flows to each of the North Portal Alternatives.  

Response PT-13 

The commenter states their opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate in that it does not address 
public safety in regard to any of the alternatives. Please refer to Response 24-13 for additional 
information on public safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft 
EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response PT-14 

The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to 
Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project. This comment does not state a specific 
concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
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Response PT-15 

The commenter expresses their support for inclusion of the Complete Streets Plan (currently in 
draft form) and Connect Beverly Hills project (in progress) in the Draft EIR. These plans are 
discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.12, Transportation. This comment does not state a 
specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.  

Response PT-16 

The commenter states the Draft EIR mentions a Wilshire/Rodeo Station Pathway Plan which 
they have not seen. Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR describes the Wilshire/Rodeo Station 
Pathway Plan which is a part of the Section 2 and 3 First/Last Mile Plan approved by the Metro 
Board of Directors in May 2020 (available at: https://www.metro.net/projects/ple-phases-2-3-
flm/). The plan includes first/last mile improvements such as bus stop enhancements, high-
visibility crosswalks, street furniture, and street trees where needed, as well as bicycle 
improvements that will help facilitate station access, such as intersection treatments to create a 
bicycle-friendly environment at the intersections. This comment does not state a specific 
concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and 
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response PT-17 
 
The commenter expressed their support for the inclusion of the Complete Streets Plan (currently 
in draft form) in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response PT-15 for information on the Complete 
Streets Plan. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further 
response to this comment is 
required.  
 
Response PT-18 

The commenter expresses their concern regarding Metro’s First/Last Mile Report with the lack 
of new facilities recommended by Metro in the report. Please refer to Response PT-16 for 
information on first/last mile improvements. This comment does not state a specific concern 
about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be 
forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
 
Response PT-19 

This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the 
Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
 
Response PT-20 

The commenter expressed concern for the impacts to the flow of traffic through the City. Please 
refer to PT-39 for additional information regarding changes in traffic flows due to passengers 
accessing the station by vehicle and the potential loading zones for each of the North Portal 
Alternatives.  
  

https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.metro.net_projects_ple-2Dphases-2D2-2D3-2Dflm_&d=DwMF-g&c=TQzoP61-bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=J8iX8ydlCMMKHTP-K9eQomXv0Fox0Db3KHwxDwUBsno&m=1otAuDZS9oa_1dkSHD9HdVjvmuuwY0tqLGeAu6q01sQ&s=DQpwCRk97OtDPq6H7z9M0dZVDu3i6MqTUinqgdtWBr0&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.metro.net_projects_ple-2Dphases-2D2-2D3-2Dflm_&d=DwMF-g&c=TQzoP61-bYDBLzNd0XmHrw&r=J8iX8ydlCMMKHTP-K9eQomXv0Fox0Db3KHwxDwUBsno&m=1otAuDZS9oa_1dkSHD9HdVjvmuuwY0tqLGeAu6q01sQ&s=DQpwCRk97OtDPq6H7z9M0dZVDu3i6MqTUinqgdtWBr0&e=
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Response PT-21 

The commenter expressed their opinion regarding the inclusion of the Complete Street Plan. 
Please refer to Response PT-15 for information on the Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft 
form). As provided in the Section 3.12.1, the Draft EIR summarizes other planning efforts that 
are underway in the City of Beverly Hills including the Draft Complete Streets Plan and the 
Connect Beverly Hills project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft 
EIR.  
 
Response PT-22 

The commenter expresses their support for the inclusion of the Complete Streets Plan and 
Connect Beverly Hills project in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response PT-21 above. This 
comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR.  
 
Response PT-23 
 
The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically for its 
proximity to the Business Triangle and for its potential to broaden user access. Please refer to 
Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project’s proximity to the Business Triangle. This 
comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment 
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 
 
Response PT-24 
 
The commenter states their opinion regarding the proximity of the North Portal being close 
enough to the South Portal. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, 
the north portal would be located north of the South Portal on Wilshire Boulevard. This comment 
does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is 
acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their 
review and consideration. 
 
Response PT-25 

This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the 
Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
Response PT-26 

This comment is requesting additional information about the Metro NextGen bus plan. Please 
refer to Response PT-10 for additional information about the transit service changes anticipated 
by Metro’s NextGen Plan.  
 
Response PT-27 

The commenter states their opinion that there is no significant difference in the environmental 
impact conclusions between the Project and Build Alternatives and recommends additional 
design elements for the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, including public restrooms, 
police stations, parking and drop-off zones. The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative as 
described in Section 2,Project Description of the Draft EIR does not include construction of any 
above ground buildings or structures other than the portal itself and restrooms. The acquisition 
of the additional property west of the project site and a new building on that property is not 
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included in the Project Description. Additionally, Metro is not providing parking at any of the 
stations in Beverly Hills. The analysis of potential drop-off zones is included in Section 3, 
Transportation. Therefore, drawings of the potential building are not required or available at this 
time. Furthermore, the City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project 
may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City 
Council meeting(s). Although, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. In addition, security 
provisions and bathrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that 
is being prepared between the City and Metro.  
 
Response PT-28 

This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the 
Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
 
Response PT-29 

The commenter states their opinion regarding the occupancy levels of the elevators at two 
alternatives, the Project (Beverly Drive) and the Cañon Drive Alternative. The Draft EIR included 
conceptual design drawings which include the dimensions of the elevator shafts at each 
alternative. The elevator shaft dimensions were designed as indicated in the LA Metro standard 
drawings (AS-010). There is no mention of a specific elevator make or type, but 80" x 54" was 
assumed for all station portal alternatives, which is ADA compliant when using a center opening 
door. This in turn suggests a capacity of about 2,000lbs or 12-13 people at one-time.  
 
Response PT-30 

The commenter expresses that the removal of parking is on the east side of Beverly Drive and 
Cañon Drive when the portal is on the west side of both streets. As stated in the Section 3.12.4 
of the Draft EIR, two potential design options for the North Portal would result in parking 
removal: The Project (Beverly Drive), consisting of an entrance/exit on the west side of Beverly 
Drive, within the existing street right-of-way, north of Wilshire Boulevard; and the Cañon Drive 
Half Portal Alternative, consisting of an entrance/exit on the west side of North Cañon Drive, 
within the existing street right-of-way. To preserve the vehicle travel lanes on North Beverly 
Drive and North Cañon Drive, on-street parking would be removed on both sides of the street. 
Table 3.12-4 summarizes the loss of on-street parking with the North Portal design options.  

Response PT-31 

The commenter states that an additional traffic signal would be installed at Cañon Drive and 
Clifton Way. As described in Section 3.12.2 of the Draft EIR, this intersection is in close 
proximity to both the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Staging Yard Alternative 
and is the only remaining unsignalized intersection in the study area north of Wilshire 
Boulevard. With the installation of the North Portal under the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative 
or Cañon Staging Yard Alternative, a traffic signal would be installed to improve vehicle flows 
and pedestrian access to the station. It is anticipated that the new intersection configuration and 
traffic signal would be designed in conformance with design guidelines as specified in the 
California Highway Design Manual (California Department of Transportation, 2019), and no 
design exceptions are anticipated. As such, the new intersection configuration and traffic signal 
are not anticipated to contain any hazardous geometric design features.  
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Response PT-32 

The commenter expresses the Cañon Staging Yard Alternative does not include the dollar 
amount needed to purchase the adjacent property. As described in Response PT-27 above, the 
Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative as described in Section 2, Project Description of the Draft 
EIR does not include construction of any above ground buildings or structures other than the 
portal itself and restrooms. The acquisition of the additional property west of the project site and 
a new building on that property is not included in the Project Description. However, the Cañon 
Drive Staging Yard Alternative is feasible as proposed without the acquisition.  
 
Response PT-33 

The commenter expresses the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Alternatives designs do 
not include bathroom facilities. Security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as 
directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. This 
comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. . 

Response PT-34 
 
The commenter expresses their opinion that the Draft EIR does not include an analysis for 
economic impacts during potential street closures during project construction for all alternatives. 
Please see Response PT-11 above related to economic analysis and an economic analysis will 
be presented to the City Council as part of its final decision making process.  

Response PT-35 

The commenter addresses several questions and clarifications regarding access, circulation, 
and loading activity with the North Portal. As explained in the Draft EIR, access would be 
provided to the local businesses on North Beverly Drive and to the Beverly Cañon Gardens 
Parking Garage during construction of the North Portal on the Beverly Drive site (The Project). 
For vehicle loading activity due to passenger pick-ups and drop-offs, curbside loading zones 
have been identified for each North Portal design alternative that would accommodate four 
vehicles at one time and the loading zones have been placed on both sides of the street to 
serve vehicles traveling in both the northbound and southbound directions. The identified 
curbside loading zones would serve approximately 45 vehicles per hour.  

The demand for passenger loading activity at the Rodeo Station was estimated from ridership 
data provided in the Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010). The EIS/EIR includes projected 
station boardings and mode of access for the future Rodeo Station. This demand for passenger 
loading activity would occur with or without the construction of the North Portal. However, the 
south portal that is currently under construction does not have any designated loading areas. 
Therefore, potential curbside loading areas for each North Portal design option have been 
identified to serve passengers traveling by private vehicle to the Rodeo Station. 
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Metro’s EIS/EIR states that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 20352 and 
that two percent of riders would access the station by private vehicle3. If passengers who are 
dropped off are eventually picked up during their return trip, this number would double to 180 
pick-up and drop-off trips per day. To provide a conservative estimate of the effects of pick-up 
and drop-off trips, 200 trips per day were assumed. It is also assumed that each vehicle would 
only drop off one passenger, which would result in daily pick-up/drop-off activity of 200 vehicles 
per day. For the purpose of estimating loading demand, it was assumed that up to 20 percent of 
daily pick-ups and drop-offs would occur in the peak hour, which means that up to 40 vehicles 
would be accessing the station during a given peak hour. 

Assuming up to 40 vehicles would be making pick-up or drop-off maneuvers during the peak 
hour, it is anticipated that a maximum of three pick-up or drop-off events would occur 
simultaneously. If an equal number of pick-ups/drop-offs occur by vehicles traveling both 
northbound and southbound, it is estimated that 1-1.5 curb events would occur simultaneously 
in each direction. Given this, it is assumed that space for a total of four (two northbound, two 
southbound) pick-up/drop-off events would be needed near the proposed North Portal. 

Due to the anticipated availability of curb space, it is expected that pick-up and drop-off activity 
for the North Portal would occur along the following roadway segments as shown in Figures 
3.12-5, 3.12-6, and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR: 

• The Project (Beverly Drive): along North Beverly Drive north of the mid-block crossing at 
Beverly Cañon Gardens. 

• Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: along North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way and 
along Clifton Way east of North Cañon Drive. 

• Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: along North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire 
Boulevard and along North Crescent Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard. 

The comment also requested more information regarding pick-up and drop-off activity occurring 
in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage and potential impacts to vehicle circulation. If 
existing loading areas along adjacent roadways are unable to accommodate all pick-up/drop-off 
activity as described above, and/or the City decides to promote pick-up/drop-off in the Beverly 
Cañon Gardens Parking Garage, up to 200 vehicles could use the garage each day, with 40 
vehicles using the garage during the peak hour. Vehicles would be able to enter the garage at 
the two entrances provided on North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive north of Wilshire 
Boulevard. Given the central location of the garage and the grid network of the street system in 
the study area, vehicle access is anticipated to be distributed evenly between each of the two 
parking garage entrances. 
 
It is noted that parking coordination with the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel would occur if this 
location is chosen for pick-up and drop-off activities. For example purposes, the following 
circulation scenario is assumed. It is anticipated that passengers would be dropped off near the 
existing elevators on the north side of the upper floor of the parking garage. To do so, vehicles 
entering from Beverly Drive would drive down the entrance ramp, turn right, and right again to 
circulate the upper level in a counterclockwise manner until they arrive at the elevators. Vehicles 

 
2 Table 5-3. Daily Station Boardings. Metro, 2010. Westside Subway Extension Transportation Impacts 
Technical Report. Accessed October 2020 at https://www.metro.net/projects/westside/final-eis-eir/. 
3 Table 5-4. Station Mode of Access. Metro, 2010. Westside Subway Extension Transportation Impacts 
Technical Report. Accessed October 2020 at https://www.metro.net/projects/westside/final-eis-eir/. 
 

https://www.metro.net/projects/westside/final-eis-eir/
https://www.metro.net/projects/westside/final-eis-eir/
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entering from North Cañon Drive would drive down the entrance ramp, turn left, then 
immediately right before arriving at the elevators. A stairwell is also located immediately 
adjacent to the elevator and could be used by passengers to travel to street level. 

After dropping passengers off near the elevators, vehicles could exit the parking garage using 
either of the ramps that lead to North Beverly Drive or North Cañon Drive. Vehicles wishing to 
exit to Beverly Drive would be able to turn north or south onto Beverly Drive upon exiting. 
Vehicles wishing to exit to North Cañon Drive would need to make a counterclockwise loop 
around the upper floor, then turn right, just before the elevators, and right again to access the 
exit ramp. Vehicles would be able to turn north or south onto North Cañon Drive upon exiting. 

The potential effects of pick-up/drop-off activity in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage 
are described in more detail below for each of the North Portal alternatives. 

• The Project (Beverly Drive): As shown in Figure 3.12-5 in the Draft EIR, a curbside 
loading zone is identified on the east side of North Beverly Drive just north of the Beverly 
Cañon Gardens Parking Garage entrance. Assuming this loading zone is occupied, 
vehicles could use the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage for pick-up/drop-off 
activity. 

• Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: As shown in Figure 3.12-6 in the Draft EIR, two 
pick-up/drop-off zones are identified on the west side North Cañon Drive, just south of 
the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage entrance, and another space is available on 
the east side of North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way. Assuming these zones are 
occupied, vehicles could use the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage for 
pick-up/drop-off activity. 

• Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: As shown in Figures 3.12-6 and 3.12-7 in the 
Draft EIR, two pick-up/drop-off zones are identified on the west side of North Cañon 
Drive, south of the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage entrance, one space is 
available on the east side of North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way, and another space 
is available on the east side of North Crescent Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard. 
Assuming these zones are occupied, vehicles could use the Beverly Cañon Gardens 
Parking Garage for pick-up/drop-off activity. 

As described in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR, the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Structure 
could be used for pick-up/drop-off operations if it is not feasible to provide sufficient curb space 
for pick-up/drop-off activity along existing roadways. Creating a loading zone in the structure 
would require geofencing the surrounding area to direct loading activities within the vicinity of 
the North Portal to the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Structure. Geofencing is defined as a 
predetermined location in which passengers are dropped off or picked-up, and can be 
implemented when drivers enter a specific destination into their rideshare app, such as the 
Wilshire/Rodeo Station, or enter an address within a defined geography. The geofenced loading 
zones can be designated by the City through publication of the coordinates for the geofenced 
zones that are used by rideshare service providers. Creating geofenced zones in coordination 
with TNCs is a common industry practice and the City will be able to work with TNCs to identify 
the allowable pick-up/drop-off locations which are then loaded into navigation applications so 
that both drivers and riders are able to find the appropriate pick-up/drop-off location. As 
technology solutions advance and if pick-up/drop-off trips become more frequent over time, the 
structure could provide an alternative to on-street loading in the area. Any pick-up/drop-off 
strategies that are implemented in the parking structure would need to be done in coordination 
with local businesses, including the current parking operations plan between the City and the 
Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel. Additional technology requirements, such as adequate cell and 
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Wi-Fi service in the garage, would need to be explored in greater detail if this loading option is 
considered. 

The commenter also requested additional analysis about pick-up and drop-off activity occurring 
in the alley west of North Beverly Drive if the North Portal was constructed on the Beverly Drive 
site. The alley west of North Beverly Drive provides commercial loading for businesses on the 
east side of Rodeo Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way and business on the 
west side of North Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way. The alley 
operates one-way in the northbound direction with vehicles entering from Wilshire Boulevard 
and exiting onto Dayton Way.  

The alley provides approximately 20-feet of clearance for vehicle travel. The alley has red 
striping on both sides along with signage that says “No Parking Fire Lane” to maintain the 
20-foot clearance for emergency access and emergency response vehicles. The alley provides 
access to private parking garages and loading docks that are located within the adjacent 
buildings on both sides of the alley. Besides the loading dock areas that are designated for 
specific buildings, no parking or additional right-of-way is available for public access. Due to the 
limited right-of-way available in the alley, allowing pick-up/drop-off activity to occur in the alley 
would disrupt existing operations and could impeded emergency vehicle access. As such, the 
North Portal design alternatives do not utilize the adjacent alleys for potential pick-up/drop-off 
locations. Additional signage can be placed in the alley to indicate that it should not be used for 
passenger loading activity, additional enforcement can be requested from BHPD, and other 
striping and/or traffic control can be explored to further indicate that passenger loading is not 
permitted.  

This commenter also requests additional analysis about the traffic and circulation impacts of 
street closures during construction. The Project would result in the temporary closure of North 
Beverly Drive and the Cañon Drive Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Half 
Portal Alternative would result in the temporary closure on North Cañon Drive. The roadway 
closures and loss of parking during construction are described below. In addition, all three North 
Portal design options would result in the loss of one travel lane on Wilshire Boulevard for the 
duration of construction and an additional lane during pile installation and installation/removal of 
decking.  

• The Project (Beverly Drive): Construction would commence in the third quarter 2022, 
with an anticipated opening date of third quarter 2025. Construction would take 
approximately 2.5 to 3.5 years. During construction, North Beverly Drive would be closed 
between Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Cañon Gardens for the duration of the 
construction. A cul-de-sac would be provided southbound on North Beverly Drive to 
allow vehicles to turn around prior to the closure. South Beverly Drive would require 
restriping and re-signaling as traffic would be required to either turn left or right onto 
Wilshire Boulevard with no ability to travel north (except for construction vehicles). 

• Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: Construction would commence in the third quarter 
2022, with an anticipated opening date of third quarter 2025. Construction would take 
approximately 2.5 to 3.5 years. During construction, North Cañon Drive would be closed 
between Wilshire Boulevard to the south side of Clifton Way. However, Clifton Way and 
the intersection of North Cañon Drive and Clifton Way would remain in operation. The 
roadway closure would also result in the loss of parking along North Cañon Drive 
between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way, including the current valet loading 
operations on the east side of the street.  

• Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: Construction would commence in the first quarter 
2024, with an anticipated opening date of third quarter 2026. Construction would take 



Westside Purple Line Rodeo Station North Portal Final EIR 

Page 3-197  |  3.0 Response to Comments on the Draft EIR October 2020 

approximately 2.5 to 3.5 years. During construction, a portion of North Cañon Drive north 
of Wilshire Boulevard would be closed to vehicular travel including loss in parking and 
valet operations.  

The construction impacts for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging 
Yard Alternative would be similar to the current closure of North Cañon Drive at Wilshire 
Boulevard. In 2018, the City of Beverly Hills undertook an extensive effort to study the impacts 
of the North Cañon Drive closure in advance of the current construction activities. The study 
considered the timeframe for construction, vehicle rerouting that would occur with the roadway 
closures, and improvements needed to adjacent roadway facilities to accommodate the 
additional travel demand. The study also explored multiple options for on-street metered and 
valet parking operations adjacent to the closure and worked closely with the adjacent 
businesses to minimize impacts. As a result of this study, a new traffic signal was installed at 
the intersection of North Crescent Drive and Clifton Way, Clifton Way was restriped to 
accommodate additional vehicle demand, the cul-de-sac prior to the closure was designed to 
effectively facilitate local access, parking, and valet operations, and wayfinding signage was 
installed to direct travelers to avoid the closure. In addition, the block of Dayton Way between 
North Cañon Drive and North Crescent Drive was converted to two-way operation to improve 
access to local businesses.  

While the construction impacts for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive 
Staging Yard Alternative would be similar to the current closure of North Cañon Drive at Wilshire 
Boulevard, the additional impact that would occur with the construction of either North Portal 
design option is that no access would be provided on North Cañon Drive south of Clifton Way. 
This would result in the relocation of on-street parking and valet operations. As part of the 
mitigation measures identified under TRA-A and TRA-C, the Traffic Control Plans and 
Transportation Management Plan prepared for the selected North Portal design option would 
include additional studies to optimize traffic flows and parking operations in the study area 
during construction. 

For the Project, the impacts during construction and solutions to accommodate vehicle detours 
are also expected to be similar to those identified previously as part of the North Cañon closure 
study. However, North Beverly Drive carries more traffic on a daily basis and during peak hours 
than North Cañon Drive. The table below summarizes the daily and peak hour traffic volumes 
for North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive on the block north of Wilshire Boulevard. These 
volumes reflect travel conditions prior to the closure of North Cañon Drive. As shown, North 
Beverly Drive serves nearly twice as many vehicles as North Cañon Drive.  

  

Alternative Roadway Segment ADT AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour 

The Project 
(Beverly Drive) 

N. Beverly Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton 
Way 

18,200 1,170 1,210 

Cañon Drive-Half 
Portal Alternative 

N. Cañon Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton 
Way 

9,300 560 760 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020  
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If the North Portal is constructed on Beverly Drive, additional improvements to optimize traffic 
flows and parking operations in the study area during construction may be required as part of 
the mitigation measures TRA-A and TRA-C. Similar to the North Cañon closure extensive 
coordination with local businesses would be made to minimize disruptions to local access and 
parking to the extent possible.  

Response PT-36 
 
The commenter expresses the need for additional information regarding bike parking and bike 
share at the North Portal. Both the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Staging Yard 
Alternative have the potential to include up to 11 bicycle racks within the portal footprint, and the 
Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative may include up to 9 bicycle racks within the portal footprint. 
Bicycle racks would be located immediately adjacent to the portal entrance/exit at street-level.  

Response PT-37 

This comment includes closing remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft 
EIR. No further response to this comment is required 

Response PT-38 

The commenter stated their support for the Project (Beverly Drive) due to its close proximity to 
the south station portal and the business triangle north of Wilshire Boulevard and the rationale 
for a second portal to serve station customers. Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional 
information on the Project location. This comment does not state a specific concern about the 
Draft EIR.  

Response PT-39 

The commenter is requesting additional analysis about how each North Portal alternative would 
impact traffic, including traffic impacts in adjacent neighborhoods. Fehr & Peers prepared a 
Traffic Operations Report showing intersection operations (LOS) with lane geometry changes 
adjacent to each portal alternative and operational benefits with the new traffic signal at North 
Cañon Drive and Clifton Way. This report was not included in the Draft EIR since LOS is no 
longer considered a CEQA impact. However, the results of this report were used to inform the 
final considerations for the North Portal design options and the report has been included as an 
attachment to the Final EIR (see Appendix A).  

In addition to the Traffic Operations Report (see Appendix A), the Metro Westside Purple Line 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010) includes 
projected station boardings and mode of access for the future Wilshire/Rodeo Station that can 
be used to expand on the operational changes at each station portal. The EIS/EIR states that 
4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 20354 and that two percent of riders 
would access the station by private vehicle5. If passengers who are dropped off are eventually 
picked up during their return trip, this number would double to 180 pick-up and drop-off trips per 
day. To provide a conservative estimate of the effects of pick-up and drop-off trips, 200 trips per 

 
4 Table 5-3. Daily Station Boardings. Metro, 2010. Westside Subway Extension Transportation Impacts 
Technical Report. Accessed October 2020 at https://www.metro.net/projects/westside/final-eis-eir/. 
5 Table 5-4. Station Mode of Access. Metro, 2010. Westside Subway Extension Transportation Impacts 
Technical Report. Accessed October 2020 at https://www.metro.net/projects/westside/final-eis-eir/. 
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day were assumed. It is also assumed that each vehicle would only drop off one passenger, 
which would result in daily pick-up/drop-off activity of 200 vehicles per day. 

Due to the anticipated availability of curb space, it is expected that pick-up and drop-off activity 
for the North Portal would occur along the following roadway segments as shown in Figures 
3.12-5, 3.12-6, and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR: 

• The Project (Beverly Drive): along North Beverly Drive north of the mid-block crossing at 
Beverly Cañon Gardens. 

• Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: along North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way and 
along Clifton Way east of North Cañon Drive. 

• Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: along North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire 
Boulevard (90 percent of trips) and along North Crescent Drive just north of Wilshire 
Boulevard (10 percent of trips). 

The tables below summarize how daily and peak hour roadway volumes would change with the 
addition of each North Portal design alternative under the assumptions stated above. As shown 
below, daily volumes would increase approximately 1% to 2% depending on the North Portal 
location. Peak hour volumes would increase by up to 2% on North Beverly Drive under The 
Project during the AM and PM peak hours and up to 4% on North Cañon Drive under the Cañon 
Drive Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Half Portal Alternative. 

 

Daily Roadway Segment Traffic Volumes 

Alternative Roadway Segment ADT 
Additional 
Trips with 

Project 

% Change 
in ADT 

with 
Project 

The Project 
(Beverly Drive) 

N. Beverly Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton 
Way 

18,200 200 1% 

Cañon Drive-Half 
Portal Alternative 

N. Cañon Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton 
Way 

9,300 200 2% 

Cañon Drive 
Staging Yard 
Alternative 

N. Cañon Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton 
Way 

9,300 180 2% 

N. Crescent Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton 
Way 

12,800 20 <1% 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020 
Notes: For the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, it is assumed that 90% of pick-ups and drop-offs will occur along 
Cañon Drive, while 10% will occur along Crescent Drive. 
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Peak Hour Roadway Segment Traffic Volumes 

Alternative Roadway Segment Peak 
Volume 

Additional 
Trips with 

Project 

% Change 
in Peak 

Volume with 
Project 

AM Peak Hour 

The Project 
(Beverly Drive) 

N. Beverly Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and 
Dayton Way 

1,170 24 2% 

Cañon Drive-Half 
Portal Alternative 

N. Cañon Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton 
Way 

560 24 4% 

Cañon Drive 
Staging Yard 
Alternative 

N. Cañon Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton 
Way 

560 22 4% 

N. Crescent Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton 
Way 

690 2 <1% 

PM Peak Hour 

The Project 
(Beverly Drive) 

N. Beverly Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and 
Dayton Way 

1,210 24 2% 

Cañon Drive-Half 
Portal Alternative 

N. Cañon Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton 
Way 

760 24 3% 

Cañon Drive 
Staging Yard 
Alternative 

N. Cañon Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton 
Way 

760 22 3% 

N. Crescent Drive between 
Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton 
Way 

1,070 2 <1% 

Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020 
Notes: AM Peak Hour = between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM. PM Peak Hour = between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM. It is assumed that 
12% of daily pick-up and drop-off trips would occur during each peak hour. For the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, it is 
assumed that 90% of pick-ups and drop-offs will occur along Cañon Drive, while 10% will occur along Crescent Drive. 

The increase in traffic volumes due to loading activity for passengers at the Rodeo Station is 
based on the potential loading areas for the North Portal design options. However, these 
passengers are expected to travel to the station with or without the construction of the North 
Portal. Metro’s Rodeo Station that is currently under construction is located on the southwest 
corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Reeves Drive and often referred to as the south portal. There 
are no designated loading areas that have been identified to serve the south portal. Therefore, 
the North Portal design options also considered adjacent loading areas that could serve all 
passengers traveling to the Rodeo Station by private vehicle.  
 
As discussed above, the pick-up and drop-off evaluation focused only on the roadways north of 
Wilshire Boulevard. This was done to draw North Portal pick-up and drop-off activity away from 
the residential neighborhoods located south of Wilshire Boulevard. The potential loading zones 
would occur along the curb and result in the loss of on-street parking. However, the loading 
zones would not result in the loss of vehicular travel lanes. The loading zones would include 
geofencing to direct drivers traveling to the station to the designated loading locations.  
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Response PT-40 
 
The commenter is requesting additional analysis about how each North Portal alternative would 
accommodate various modes of travel to and from the station and to each portal location. The 
Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report (EIS/EIR) (2010) includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the future 
Wilshire/Rodeo Station. The EIS/EIR states that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in 
the year 20356 and that passengers will access the station by the following modes7: 
 

• Walk (60%) 
• Bus Transit (30%) 
• Private Vehicle (2%, assumes passengers are dropped-off) 
• Other (8%, includes urban rail transfers and cyclists) 

As shown, it is anticipated that majority of passengers will access the station by walking, 
whether solely on-foot or by transferring from another transit service and approximately 2% of 
passengers will access the station by private vehicle. If passengers who are dropped off are 
eventually picked up during their return trip, this would result in 180 pick-up and drop-off trips 
per day. To provide a conservative estimate of the effects of pick-up and drop-off trips, 200 trips 
per day were assumed. It is also assumed that each vehicle would only drop off one passenger, 
which would result in daily pick-up/drop-off activity of 200 vehicles per day. 

Due to the anticipated availability of curb space, it is expected that pick-up and drop-off activity 
for the North Portal would occur along the following roadway segments as shown in 
Figures 3.12-5, 3.12-6, and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR: 

• The Project (Beverly Drive): along North Beverly Drive north of the mid-block crossing at 
Beverly Cañon Gardens. 

• Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: along North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way and 
along Clifton Way east of North Cañon Drive. 

• Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: along North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire 
Boulevard (90 percent of trips) and along North Crescent Drive just north of Wilshire 
Boulevard (10 percent of trips). 

Passengers who are dropped off or picked up at each of these locations would be able to utilize 
existing and future pedestrian crossings to travel between each of the above locations and the 
station portal. Refer to PT-41 for more information about existing and future pedestrian 
connectivity near each of the North Portal alternatives and to PT-42 regarding walking distance 
and associated travel time to reach the business triangle from each of the North Portal 
Alternatives.  
 
Response PT-41 

The commenter is requesting additional analysis about pedestrian accessibility and safety for 
each North Portal alternative. As described in PT-40, Metro’s EIS/EIR for the Purple Line 

 
6 Table 5-3. Daily Station Boardings. Metro, 2010. Westside Subway Extension Transportation Impacts 
Technical Report. Accessed October 2020 at https://www.metro.net/projects/westside/final-eis-eir/. 
7 Table 5-4. Station Mode of Access. Metro, 2010. Westside Subway Extension Transportation Impacts 
Technical Report. Accessed October 2020 at https://www.metro.net/projects/westside/final-eis-eir/. 
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indicated that 60% of passengers at the Rodeo Station would access the station by walking. 
The construction of the North Portal is not expected to change the number of passengers 
walking to the station. However, the North Portal would provide a secondary access point to the 
station and would reduce the number of pedestrians that need to cross Wilshire Boulevard to 
access the south portal that is currently under construction. 

Given that each of the North Portal design options are on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard, it 
is anticipated that most passengers accessing the station at the North Portal would do so from 
areas north of Wilshire Boulevard. Subterranean pedestrian concourses within the Wilshire/ 
Rodeo station will facilitate passenger movement between eastbound and westbound boarding 
platforms, which will reduce the need for passengers to cross Wilshire Boulevard at street level. 
This could minimize the potential for passengers to perform illegal jaywalking maneuvers across 
Wilshire Boulevard when accessing the station. In addition, the Project and Cañon Drive 
Alternative are located at signalized intersections so pedestrians would be more likely to cross 
legally in crosswalks.  

The study area roadway network is a relatively compact grid network, which generally allows for 
efficient pedestrian movement. Further, numerous pedestrian crossings exist adjacent to each 
of the North Portal alternatives, which provide pedestrians protected crossing facilities when 
accessing the station. Existing and proposed pedestrian crossings near each North Portal 
alternative are illustrated in the figure below and also described in more detail below. 

 
Potential Future Signalized Crossings 
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The Project (Beverly Drive) 

The Project (Beverly Drive) portal is located on the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and 
Beverly Drive. It is anticipated that most pedestrians will access the North Portal from 
destinations east and west of North Beverly Drive and north of Wilshire Boulevard, while some 
passengers transferring from bus services may need to access the station from bus stops on 
Wilshire Boulevard. It is assumed that passengers accessing the station by urban rail transfers 
would do so in the underground pedestrian facilities within the station itself. 

Pedestrian crosswalks are currently provided along all four legs of the intersections of Wilshire 
Boulevard and Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard and Rodeo Drive, as well as on the north 
and west legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive. The presence of 
crosswalks on the north legs at each of these intersections allow passengers to access the 
portal from areas east and west of the station while walking on the north side of Wilshire 
Boulevard. 

North of the North Portal, a mid-block pedestrian crossing on North Beverly Drive (adjacent to 
Beverly Cañon Gardens) and crosswalks on all four legs of the intersection of Beverly Drive and 
Dayton Way provide pedestrian crossings for those accessing the North Portal from areas north 
of the station. 

Though passengers will be able to access both station platforms using the underground 
concourse described above, it is acknowledged that some may elect to cross Wilshire 
Boulevard at street level and utilize the southern portal. In these instances, passengers can use 
the crosswalks that traverse Wilshire Boulevard at the signalized intersections of Wilshire 
Boulevard and Rodeo Drive, Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive, Wilshire Boulevard and 
El Camino Drive, and Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive to access the station. 

Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative 

The Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative is located on the northwest corner of Wilshire 
Boulevard and Cañon Drive. It is anticipated that most pedestrians will access the Cañon Drive-
Half Portal Alternative from destinations east and west of Cañon Drive and north of Wilshire 
Boulevard, while some passengers transferring from bus services may need to access the 
station from bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard.  

Pedestrian crosswalks are currently provided on the north and west legs of the intersection of 
Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive, on the west and south legs of the intersection of Wilshire 
Boulevard and South Cañon Drive, and on the north, west, and south legs of the intersection of 
Wilshire Boulevard and Crescent Drive. The presence of crosswalks on the north legs at each of 
these intersections allow passengers to access the North Portal from areas east and west of the 
station while walking on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard.  

North of the North Portal, the intersection of Cañon Drive and Clifton Way would be signalized 
with pedestrian crosswalks on each of the three intersection legs. A mid-block pedestrian 
crossing also exists on Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way, adjacent to Beverly Cañon Gardens. 
The presence of these crossings on Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard provide pedestrian 
crossings for those accessing the North Portal from areas north of the station. 

Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative  

The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative is located on Wilshire Boulevard at the corner of 
Cañon Drive and Wilshire Boulevard. It is anticipated that most pedestrians will access the 
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Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative from destinations east and west of Cañon Drive and north 
of Wilshire Boulevard, while some passengers transferring from bus services may need to 
access the station from bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard.  

Similar to the Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative, the intersection of Cañon Drive and Clifton 
Way would be signalized with pedestrian crosswalks on each of the three intersection legs. 
Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the adjacent signalized intersections and a mid-block 
pedestrian crossing is provided on Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way, adjacent to Beverly Cañon 
Gardens. Additionally, the intersection of Crescent Drive and Clifton Way was recently 
signalized with pedestrian crosswalks on all four legs of the intersection. The presence of 
multiple pedestrian crossings on Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard provide pedestrian 
crossings for those accessing the portal from areas north of the North Portal. 
 
Response PT-42 

The commenter stated their opinion regarding the walking distance and associated travel time to 
reach the Business Triangle. As such, the following walk times have been calculated to the 
northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection. Each calculation includes the estimated 
travel time underground from the subway platform to the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection assuming 
an average walking speed of 3.5 miles-per-hour, an escalator moving speed of 1.6 miles-per-
hour, and no dwell time to wait for street crossings.  

• Beverly Drive Alternative: 4.0 minutes 
• Cañon Drive Alternative: 5.9 minutes 
• Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: 6.3 minutes 

Response PT-43 

The commenter stated their opinion regarding the comparison of underground walking distances 
between the main station and all alternatives, as well as the potential influence of an 
underground moving walkway between the south portal and the Project and both alternatives on 
a person’s decision to remain underground. The Project would provide the shortest path of 
travel to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection, while the Cañon Drive 
Alternative and the main station would provide a similar length of travel, and the Cañon Drive 
Staging Yard Alternative would provide the longest length of travel. Additionally, please refer to 
Response PT-42 for further details on the individual travel times of the three alternatives to the 
northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection.  

Regarding an underground moving walkway between the south portal and the three project 
alternatives, riders of the subway arriving at this station would exit the train, travel by stair, 
escalator, or elevator to a concourse level underneath Wilshire Boulevard at which point they 
would make a decision to exit to the south or north. The greatest influence on a person’s travel 
decision at this point will be their ultimate end destination and the shortest travel time to arrive 
there. As indicated in Response PT-42, the Project has the shortest travel time to the northeast 
corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection. A moving walkway may speed up a person’s travel 
time or make travel easier if they used it and did not walk at the same time, however, since the 
Project has the shortest travel time even without a moving walkway, it best aligns with the 
commenter’s statement to keep people underground as they traverse to the business triangle 
north of Wilshire Boulevard.  
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Response PT-44 
 
The comment is requesting additional information about the potential impacts to the alley west 
of Beverly Drive due to loading activity if the North Portal was constructed on the Beverly Drive 
site. The alley west of North Beverly Drive provides commercial loading for businesses on the 
east side of Rodeo Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way and business on the 
west side of North Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way. The alley 
operates one-way in the northbound direction with vehicles entering from Wilshire Boulevard 
and exiting onto Dayton Way. The alley provides approximately 20-feet of clearance for vehicle 
travel. The alley has red striping on both sides along with signage that says “No Parking Fire 
Lane” to maintain the 20-foot clearance for emergency access and emergency response 
vehicles. The alley provides access to private parking garages and loading docks that are 
located within the adjacent buildings on both sides of the alley. Besides the loading dock areas 
that are designated for specific buildings, no parking or additional right-of-way is available for 
public access. Due to the limited right-of-way available in the alley, allowing pick-up/drop-off 
activity to occur in the alley would disrupt existing operations and could impeded emergency 
vehicle access. As such, the North Portal design alternatives do not utilize the adjacent alleys 
for potential pick-up/drop-off locations. Additional signage can be placed in the alley to indicate 
that it should not be used for passenger loading activity, along with additional enforcement to 
promote compliance. Please refer to PT-35 for additional information regarding the alley. 

Response PT-45 

The commenter stated their opinion about that the 40-foot horizontal shaft included in the Cañon 
Drive Staging Yard Alternative. The Draft EIR includes conceptual design drawings for the 
Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative which were designed to comply with Metro Station Design 
Standards. Metro describes the location of the shaft, and the requirement for this to be 40 feet 
away from station or portal openings.  

Response PT-46 

The commenter expresses their opinion in that the Draft EIR does not include an analysis for 
economic impacts during potential street closures during project construction for all alternatives. 
Please see Response PT-11 above related to economic analysis, which will be provided to the 
City Council as part of the final decision making process. 

Response PT-47 

The commenter stated their opinion regarding the escalator width requirement under Metro 
Station Design Standards. The Draft EIR final conceptual design drawings included an escalator 
width of 4-feet which is a standard narrow stair width to provide space to circulate.  

Response PT-48 

The commenter expresses that bike racks are not located at any of the station portal 
alternatives. Both the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative has the 
potential to include approximately 11 bicycle racks within the portal footprint, and the Cañon 
Drive Half-Portal Alternative may include up to 9 bicycle racks within the portal footprint. Bicycle 
racks would be located immediately adjacent to the portal entrance/exit at street-level.  
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Response PT-49 

The commenter clarified the specific clear width of the escalators for the proposed alternatives. 
The statement expressed that five-feet eight-inches is the space that all of the escalator 
equipment occupies; therefore, the stair width of the escalator would result in four feet, which is 
a fairly standard narrow width to provide a clear space to circulate.  
 
Response PT-50 

The commenter is requesting additional information about changes in bus routes with Metro’s 
NextGen Plan. Please refer to Response PT-10 for additional information about the transit 
service changes anticipated by Metro’s NextGen Plan.  

Response PT-51 
 
The commenter stated closing remarks for the public meeting. This comment does not state a 
specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
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	This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the City of Beverly Hills (City) to evaluate potential environmental effects that would result from development of the proposed Westside Purple Line Wilshire/Rodeo Station North Portal Project (Project). This EIR has been prepared in conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) statutes (California Public Resources Code Section 2100 et. seq., as amended) and its implementing guidelines (California Code of Regulations., Title 14, Section 15000). The City is identified as the lead agency for the Project under CEQA. This Final EIR contains comments and responses to comments received on the Draft EIR, which was circulated for public review from August 21, 2020, to October 8, 2020. Revisions and clarifications to the Draft EIR made in response to comments and information received on the Draft EIR are listed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications. The comments and responses to comments are presented in Chapter 3, Response to Comments on the Draft EIR.
	The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) prepared the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Westside Subway Extension Project (now known as the Purple Line Extension Project) that was prepared in 2010 and certified in 2012. Upon evaluation of five station entrance alternatives for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station in the Draft EIS/EIR and supporting Alternatives Analysis Study, Metro and the FTA recommended a single preferred entrance for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station. The Final EIS/EIR for the Westside Subway Extension Project certified in May 2012, included the single preferred entrance. 
	In November 2017, the FTA issued a Supplemental EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for Section 2 of the Purple Line Extension Project, including a Supplemental Record of Decision. The Supplemental EIS stated that the Wilshire/Rodeo Station will be designed with a knockout panel, allowing for the development of a future station entrance on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard. Section 2 of the Purple Line Extension Project is currently under construction and is expected to begin operations in 2025.
	The Wilshire/Rodeo Station under construction within the City of Beverly Hills will have only one entrance on the southwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Reeves Drive, per the Final EIS/EIR. In 2018, the City approached Metro to provide a secondary entrance/exit on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard to deliver a convenient northern entrance/exit to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station and improved passenger access within the city.
	Three potential station entrance/exit locations have been identified on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard. For EIR analysis purposes, the “Project” (Beverly Drive) consists of a half portal entrance/exit on the west side of Beverly Drive, north of Wilshire Boulevard. Two alternative locations for a half portal are being analyzed as Project Alternatives, one located on the west side of Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard (Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative), and the second located on the construction staging yard established for the Section 2 project located along Wilshire Boulevard at the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and the alley between Cañon Drive and Crescent Drive (Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative).
	The City is considering each of the three potential station entrance/exit locations in this EIR. Additionally, an analysis of the No Project Alternative is included in the EIR pursuant to Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines. The No Project Alternative, the Project (Beverly Drive), Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative are analyzed with the same level of detail throughout this EIR, and include the following:
	No Project Alternative: Under the No Project Alternative, an entrance/exit to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard would not be constructed. Construction of the previously approved Purple Line Extension Project would still occur, and a knockout panel on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard that was included in the design of the Wilshire/Rodeo Station would be completed by Metro. In addition, planned municipal projects as shown in Table 2-1 (Related Projects) in Chapter 2 Project Description of the Draft EIR, would still be developed in the area. The only means of ingress and egress to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station would be at the currently proposed portal on the south side of Wilshire Boulevard at Reeves Drive.
	The Project (Beverly Drive): The Project would comprise a station portal entrance/exit within the existing ROW on the west side of North Beverly Drive, north of Wilshire Boulevard. The footprint of this alternative would be approximately 9,200 square feet and would extend from its connection to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station at Wilshire Boulevard to approximately 165 feet north along North Beverly Drive. 
	Three levels would be provided at the new entrance/exit. The street level would comprise the new station portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would be extended. The intermediate stairway landing level would consist of a landing area serving as a transition between stairways. The walkway or concourse level would consist of an open area with adequate space for passengers to ingress and egress from the stairway, escalator, and elevators. The open area would also include a Metro ticket purchasing area followed by a passageway or walkway leading to the fare and turnstile gates and then to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station walkway previously analyzed in the Purple Line Extension EIS/EIR. Other minor supporting elements or ancillary facilities would also be provided as needed. The construction of the Project would last 2.5 to 3.5 years.
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: The Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative would comprise a station portal entrance/exit within the existing ROW on the west side of Cañon Drive, north of Wilshire Boulevard. The footprint of this alternative would be approximately 8,100 square feet and would extend from its connection with the Wilshire/Rodeo Station at Wilshire Boulevard to approximately 195 feet north along North Cañon Drive. 
	Similar to the Project, the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative would include three levels. The street level would comprise the north portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would not be extended with this alternative. The intermediate stairway landing would consist of a landing area serving as a transition between stairways. The walkway or concourse level would consist of an open area with adequate space for passengers to ingress and egress from the stairway, escalator, and elevators. The open area would also include a Metro ticket purchasing area followed by a passageway or walkway leading to the fare and turnstile gates and then to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station walkway previously analyzed in the Purple Line Extension EIS/EIR. Other minor supporting elements or ancillary facilities would also be provided as needed. The construction of the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative would last 2.5 to 3.5 years.
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would comprise a station portal entrance/exit in the existing Cañon Drive construction staging yard established for the Section 2 Purple Line Extension project and the public sidewalk, on the northeast corner of Cañon Drive and Wilshire Boulevard. The footprint of this alternative would be approximately 3,800 square feet. 
	Similar to the Project and the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would include three levels. The street level would comprise the new station portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. Unlike the Project and the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, public restrooms (two separate stalls/rooms) could be provided on the street level with this alternative. Additionally, this alternative could have a second escalator if a small below-ground portion of the adjacent parcel to the west (Assessor Parcel Number 4343-005-004) were utilized. This would result in additional land needing to be acquired by the City. Adding a second escalator would require approximately 900 square feet of this parcel, with all of it below-ground, therefore, not increasing the surface square footage of this alternative. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would not be extended with this alternative. The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would include an approximately 52-foot-tall ventilation shaft at the southeastern corner of the site. This tunnel ventilation shaft is required by Metro to be at least 40 feet from openings such as station entrances or portals. Due to the limited space available on the site this cannot be achieved by separating the shaft opening horizontally. Instead the opening is raised, resulting in a vertical shaft structure that extends 40 feet above the portal, which would be 12 feet tall, in order to satisfy the Metro requirement. 
	The intermediate stairway landing level would consist of a landing area serving as a transition between stairways. The walkway or concourse level would consist of an open area with adequate space for passengers to enter and exit from the stairway, escalator, and elevators. The open area would also include a Metro ticket purchasing area followed by a passageway or walkway leading to the fare and turnstile gates and then to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station walkway previously analyzed in the Purple Line Extension EIS/EIR. Other minor supporting elements or ancillary facilities would also be provided as needed, including public restrooms. The construction of the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would last 2.5 to 3.5 years.
	CEQA requires preparation of an EIR when there is substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that a proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment. The purpose of an EIR is to provide decision makers, public agencies, and the general public with an objective and informational document that fully discloses the environmental effects of a proposed project. The EIR process is intended to facilitate the evaluation of potentially significant direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts of a proposed project, and to identify feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that might reduce or avoid the project’s significant effects. In addition, CEQA specifically requires that an EIR identify those adverse impacts determined to remain significant after the application of mitigation measures.
	In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed on September 5, 2019, to public agencies, interested organizations, members of the general public, and adjacent residents in the Project area. The purpose of the NOP was to provide notification that the City planned to prepare an EIR for the Project and Project Alternatives and to solicit input on the scope and content of the EIR. Approximately 25 written comment letters were received from various agencies, organizations, and individuals. The NOP and these comment letters are included in Appendix A to the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was not prepared for the Project, therefore all CEQA environmental topic areas were addressed in the EIR.
	A scoping meeting was held at Beverly Hills City Hall in Beverly Hills on September 19, 2019. The purpose of this meeting was to seek input from public agencies and the general public regarding the environmental issues and concerns that may potentially result from the Project and Project Alternatives to be addressed in the EIR. Approximately 45 people attended the public scoping meeting. Table 1-1 summarizes the public comments and questions that were received at the scoping meeting and during the public review period related to environmental and design issues:
	Table 11 Issues Raised by the Public and Agencies
	Where Comment Was Addressed in Draft EIR
	Environmental Comment/Request
	Commenter
	Agency Comments
	Section 3.3, Cultural/Tribal Resources
	Stated that the Project would be subject to compliance with Assembly Bills 52 and 18, and recommended consultation with California Native American tribes. In addition, recommendations were provided for the preparation of cultural resources assessments.
	State of California, Native American Heritage Commission
	Section 3.11, Transportation 
	Stated that the Project would not likely result in a direct adverse impact to existing State transportation facilities. Discussed possible design strategies for pedestrian and bicyclist safety. Also, stated that a Caltrans transportation permit would be required for the transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or use of oversized-transport vehicles.
	State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
	Section 3.2, Air Quality 
	Provided recommendations and guidelines for the technical air quality analysis of greenhouse gas required for the Project. Also, discussed potential mitigation strategies, consideration of alternatives, information on permitting, and data sources.
	Section 3.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
	South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
	Section 3.11, Transportation
	Provided general comments on SCAG’s role as a Regional Transportation Planning Agency. Provided information on the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), demographics and growth forecasts, and mitigation strategies. 
	Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
	Chapter 4, Other CEQA Required Discussions
	Public Comments
	Section 3.11, Transportation
	Any removal of a lane or reduction of a sidewalk on Cañon Drive could impact the flow of Cañon Drive, such an impact should be prevented.
	Section 3.11, Transportation
	Analyze and consider safe pedestrian and vehicle routes.
	Transportation
	Section 3.11, Transportation
	Consider analyzing impacts to businesses during construction.
	Section 3.11, Transportation
	Analyze permanent impacts to traffic and congestion.
	Section 3.11,
	Analyze potential pick-up/drop-off locations and first/last mile connections.
	Transportation
	Chapter 2, Project Description
	Analyze duration of construction and construction impacts.
	Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis (construction impacts)
	Construction
	Chapter 2, Project Description
	Consider an additional alternative at the northeast corner of Cañon Drive and Wilshire Boulevard.
	Alternatives
	This EIR focuses on all potential environmental impacts, including those mentioned in comments received in response to the NOP. The issue areas analyzed in detail in this EIR include aesthetics/visual quality, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, mineral resources, noise and vibration, public services, transportation, tribal cultural resources, and utilities and service systems. Effects not requiring further analysis are addressed in Section 4.1 of Chapter 4, Other CEQA Required Discussions of the Draft EIR.
	The Draft EIR was circulated for 48 days for public review and comment, which included an additional 3 days over the standard 45-day public review period required in the CEQA Guidelines. The timeframe of the public review period was identified in the Notice of Availability attached to the Draft EIR, as well as on the City website. The public review period was conducted pursuant to CEQA and its implementing guidelines. The purpose of the public review period was to provide interested public agencies, organizations, and individuals the opportunity to comment on the contents and accuracy of the document. The Draft EIR and the Notice of Completion were distributed to the California Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse. A Notice of Availability (NOA) was distributed to relevant legislators, agencies, and community stakeholders, and individuals. The NOA informed them of where the Draft EIR could be reviewed and how to submit comments. Hard copies of the Draft EIR were not made available to the public for review at public repositories due to the ongoing public health crisis occurring in 2020 but were available by request. An electronic copy of the document was also posted online.
	A special City Council Meeting, which included a public meeting, was held during the Draft EIR public review period to solicit comments from interested parties on the content of the Draft EIR. Information regarding the public meeting was included in the NOA, which was widely distributed, as described above. The meeting was held virtually via videoconference due to the ongoing public health crisis, on September 16, 2020.
	This Final EIR contains comments and responses to comments received on the Draft EIR. Revisions and clarifications made in response to comments and information received on the Draft EIR are listed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications. The comments and responses to comments are presented in Chapter 3, Response to Comments on the Draft EIR.
	Prior to approval of one of the three portal locations, the City, as the lead agency and decision-making entity for the Project, is required to certify that this EIR has been completed in accordance with CEQA, that the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency, and that the information in this EIR has been considered during the review of the Project. CEQA also requires the City to adopt “findings” with respect to each significant environmental effect identified in the EIR (California Public Resources Code Section 21081; California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15091). For each significant effect, CEQA requires the approving agency to make one or more of the following findings:
	 Alterations have been made to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts identified in the Final EIR.
	 The responsibility to carry out such changes or alterations is under the jurisdiction of another agency.
	 Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.
	If the City concludes that the proposed project would result in significant effects that have been identified in this EIR but cannot be substantially lessened or avoided by feasible mitigation measures, it must adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” in order to approve the project (California Public Resources Code Section 21801[b]). Such statements are intended under CEQA to provide a means by which the lead agency balances, in writing, the benefits of the proposed project with the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. Where the lead agency concludes that the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits outweigh the unavoidable environmental impacts, the lead agency may find such impacts “acceptable” and approve the proposed project.
	In addition, the City must also adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program describing the changes that were incorporated into the project or made a condition of approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment (California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6). The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is adopted at the time of project approval and is designed to ensure compliance during project implementation. Upon approval of one of the project alternatives, the lead agency will be responsible for the implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
	This Final EIR is organized as follows:
	Chapter 1 (Introduction) provides a summary of the Project and Project Alternatives, an overview of the CEQA environmental review process, and a description of the organization of the Final EIR.
	Chapter 2 (Clarifications and Modifications) provides a detailed description of all clarifications and modifications that were made to the text or graphics of the Draft EIR. Clarifications and modifications reflect changes made to the Project and Project Alternatives, analysis, or mitigation due to editorial changes or as a result of a comment made by an agency or individual during the public review period. These clarifications and modifications do not constitute significant new information and do not change any of the conclusions of the document. This chapter also reflects changes necessary to combine the Draft EIR into this Final EIR.
	Chapter 3 (Response to Comments on the Draft EIR) provides a list of agencies, organizations, and individuals commenting on the Draft EIR, copies of the written and oral comments received during the Draft EIR public comment period, and the lead agency responses to those comments.
	Page intentionally left blank
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	2.0 CLARIFICATIONS AND MODIFICATIONS
	The following clarifications and modifications are intended to update the Draft EIR in response to the comments received during the public review period. The following clarifications and modifications also show revisions made to convert the Draft EIR into this Final EIR; a single document that encompasses the final impact analysis for the proposed project. None of these revisions made to the Draft EIR have resulted in new significant impacts or mitigation measures, nor has the severity of an impact increased. None of the criteria for recirculation have been met.
	The changes to the Draft EIR are listed by page number, with reference to the section or paragraph number on that page as applicable. Text which has been removed is shown with a strikethrough line, while text that has been added is shown underlined.
	Page Clarification/Revision
	2-9 An addition has been made within Section 2.4.4, Surrounding Land Uses, of the Draft EIR based on the detailed existing subsurface easement information provided in Comment Letter No. 24 in Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR as follows below. Note that the easement information was provided by Holland & Knight, the law firm which represents the property owner of 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and 235-296 Beverly Drive. 
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	The Project site is located within the existing North Beverly Drive ROW and is bordered by the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel (formerly known as the Montage Beverly Hills Hotel) to the east, Bank of America Financial Centre offices to the southeast, Union Bank offices to the south, and Chase Bank Offices to the west. The MGM Studios building is located to the north of the Project site and the surrounding area is generally occupied by fitness centers, restaurants, and retail 
	establishments.
	The property owner of the Chase Bank Offices building (9465 Wilshire Boulevard) and adjacent properties avers that it holds an existing easement for the subsurface area beneath the Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard sidewalks, adjacent to the Project site. According to the property owner, the easement includes the sidewalk subsurface area, except for existing tree boxes and streetlight pole locations. The subsurface area is used for parking, as well as lateral support required for the existing subterranean parking garage associated with 9465 Wilshire Boulevard. 
	2-11 Additions have been made within Section 2.5.2, The Project (Beverly Drive), of the Draft EIR to clarify the number of bicycle racks that would be included with the Project as follows:
	 Also, additions in the same subsection and page have been made based on the detailed existing subsurface easement information provided in Comment Letter No. 24 in Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR as follows below. The easement information was provided by Holland & Knight, the law firm which represents the property owner of 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and 235-296 Beverly Drive. The City and project team have analyzed the information provided and have confirmed that encroachment onto the existing easement would not occur and would be avoided during the detailed design phase. 
	As shown in Figure 2-5, three levels would be provided at the new entrance/exit. As shown on Figure 2-5, the street level would comprise the new station portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would be extended. The Project would impact a total of five existing street trees. Four trees located on the west side of Beverly Drive would require relocation within the site, and one tree would be permanently removed and potentially relocated elsewhere in the area as feasible. Other new landscaping may be provided with the Project. Three on-street parking spaces would be permanently removed along the west side of Beverly Drive, and six on-street parking spaces would be permanently removed along the east side of Beverly Drive. The Project would require removal of the majority of the southbound right-turn pocket on the west side of Beverly Drive, just north of Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed configuration of the Project would consist of one through lane and one shared through-right-turn lane on the southbound Beverly Drive approach. Therefore, two southbound travel lanes would be maintained, as well as two northbound travel lanes. Up to 11 new bicycle racks could be installed adjacent to the portal on the street level.
	The intermediate stairway landing level would consist of a landing area serving as a transition between stairways. The walkway or concourse level shown on Figure 2-7 would consist of an open area with adequate space for passengers to ingress and egress from the stairway, escalator, and elevators. The open area would also include a Metro ticket purchasing area followed by a passageway or walkway leading to the fare and turnstile gates and then to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station walkway previously analyzed in the Purple Line Extension EIS/EIR. Other minor supporting elements or ancillary facilities would also be provided as needed. In addition, encroachment onto the existing subsurface easement associated with the adjacent building located at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard would not occur and would be avoided during the detailed design phase.
	2-11 Additions have been made within Section 2.5.3, Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, of the Draft EIR to clarify the number of bicycle racks that would be included with this alternative as follows: 
	Similar to the Project, and as shown on Figure 2-8, the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative would include three levels. As shown on Figure 2-9, the street level would comprise the north portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would not be extended with this alternative. Five trees located on the west side of Cañon Drive would be permanently removed, and potentially relocated elsewhere in the area as feasible. Three on-street parking spaces would be permanently removed along the west side of Cañon Drive, and eight on-street parking spaces would be permanently removed along the east side of Cañon Drive. No traffic lanes would require permanent removal. Therefore, the two southbound right-turn and left-turn travel lanes would be maintained, as well as two northbound travel lanes. Up to 9 new bicycle racks could be installed adjacent to the portal on the street level. 
	2-13 A minor revision was made on Figure 2-6 Project (Beverly Drive) Street Level Plan located in Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, of the Draft EIR based on the detailed existing subsurface easement information provided in Comment Letter No. 24 in Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR as follows:
	/
	Figure 2-6 Project (Beverly Drive) Street Level Plan [Previous Version]
	Figure 2-6 Project (Beverly Drive) Street Level Plan [Revised Version]
	2-14 A minor revision was made on Figure 2-7 Project (Beverly Drive) Concourse Level Plan located in Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, of the Draft EIR based on the detailed existing subsurface easement information provided in Comment Letter No. 24 in Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR.
	/
	Figure 2-7 Project (Beverly Drive) Concourse Level Plan [Previous Version]
	/
	Figure 2-7 Project (Beverly Drive) Concourse Level Plan [Revised Version]
	2-17 Additions have been made within Section 2.5.4, Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, of the Draft EIR to clarify the number of bicycle racks that would be included with this alternative as follows:
	As shown on Figure 2-12, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative street level would comprise the new station portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. Unlike the Project and the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, public restrooms (two separate stalls/rooms) would be provided on the street level with this alternative. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would not be extended with this alternative and no permanent traffic lane closures would be required. In addition, removal of on-street parking spaces or street trees would not be required with this alternative. The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would also include an approximately 52-foot-tall ventilation shaft at the southeastern corner of the site. This tunnel ventilation shaft is required by Metro to be at least 40 feet from openings such as station entrances or portals. Due to the limited space available on the site this cannot be achieved by separating the shaft opening horizontally. Instead the opening is raised, resulting in a vertical shaft structure that extends 40 feet above the portal, which would be 12 feet tall, in order to satisfy the Metro requirement. Up to 11 new bicycle racks could be installed adjacent to the portal on the street level. 
	3.10-4  A clarification has been made within Section 3.10.1, Noise – Regulatory Setting, regarding buildings that may be extremely susceptible to vibration damage as follows: 
	The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published relevant guidance for assessing potential building damage associated with construction activity. According to the FTA, non-engineered timber and masonry buildings can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.2 inches per second without experiencing structural damage. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage (e.g., fragile historic buildings) can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.12 inches per second without experiencing structural damage.
	3.10-10 An addition has been made within Section 3.10.2, Noise – Methodology and CEQA Thresholds, regarding construction vibration equipment assumptions as follows: 
	Vibration
	Potential vibration impacts are evaluated by predicting the construction vibration value (PPV or Lv) from specific pieces of construction equipment at receiver distances and comparing that value to the appropriate potential damage threshold. The construction vibration analysis assumes that all piling would be pre-augured (pre-drilled) rather than driven with an impact or vibratory pile driver. Pre-augured piling is less invasive and vibratory as compared to pile driving with an impact or vibratory pile driver. 
	3.10-23-24 A text clarification and clarification on Table 3.10-11 has been made within Section 3.10.4, Noise – Impact Evaluation, under Impact NOI-2 related to construction vibration impacts as follows: 
	Table 3.1011 Predicted Ground-borne Vibration Levels
	PPVref(in/sec)
	Distance(feet)a
	Nearest Structure
	Threshold
	PPV
	Impact?
	Project/Alternative
	Chase Bank Building
	No
	0.3
	0.16
	0.089
	17
	The Project
	Citibank Building
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	No
	0.3
	0.19
	0.089
	15
	AKA Hotel Garage
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative
	No
	0.3
	0.11
	0.089
	22
	Source: AECOM 2020
	As shown in Table 3.1011, peak construction vibration levels for the construction of the Project and Project Alternatives would not exceed the 0.3 PPV vibration damage significance thresholds. In addition, the entire construction process would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the Section 2 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which is currently in place between the City and Metro. The MOA requires limitation of the use of vibratory equipment, requires avoidance of certain equipment or methods completely, and outlines use of a vibration monitor to verify compliance. Applicable measures related to vibration would be implemented in accordance with the MOA. Therefore, construction impacts related to the generation of excessive ground-borne vibration would be less than significant. 
	3.10-25 A minor addition has been made within Section 3.10.5, Noise – Mitigation Measures, regarding construction noticing to commercial uses as part of Mitigation Measures NOI-G and NOI-H as follows: 
	NOI-G: Construction Notice: The construction contractor shall provide a construction notice to residents and commercial properties within 1,000 feet of the construction site. The construction site notice shall include job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the contractor and owner or owner’s agent, hours of construction allowed by the code or any discretionary approval for the site, and the City telephone number where violations can be reported. The notice will also include the phone number of the noise disturbance coordinator.
	NOI-H: Construction Phase Noticing: The construction contractor shall provide construction update notices to residences and commercial properties within 1,000 feet of the construction site upon the initiation of each major construction phase (site preparation, drilling, etc.) and shall include the anticipated equipment to be used and duration of the construction phase.
	3.12-9-11  Clarifications, editorial changes, and alterations were made within the existing conditions discussion related to public transit service located in Section 3.12 Transportation, Subsection 3.12.3 Existing Conditions, including minor revisions to Figure 3.12-2 Existing Public Transit Service as a result of comments received on the Draft EIR, as follows: 
	Public Transit Service
	Several transit lines operate within the study area with service provided by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). Metro made minor route adjustments temporarily relocated toLine 14 to Beverly Drive and reduced the number of stops along the route in conjunction with the advanced utility work being conducted for the Metro Purple Line construction project and the closure of North Cañon Drive at Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, Metro relocated several bus stops in the area due to on-going construction activities on Wilshire Boulevard in January 2018. The bus stops were relocated outside of the Metro Purple Line construction zone with the new eastern bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard between Rexford Drive and Crescent Drive and the new western bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard between Camden Drive and Rodeo Drive. 
	Existing public transit service is shown on Figure 3.122. Metro is currently preparing the NextGen Bus Plan with the goal of implementing a new bus network in Los Angeles County by 2021 that would be more relevant and reflective of local and regional travel needs. Some of the existing routes in Beverly Hills may be modified as a result of the NextGen Bus Plan. A summary of proposed changes identified in the NextGen Bus Plan within the study area are included below for informational purposes only.
	Metro Line 4 provides service between downtown Los Angeles and the City of Santa Monica. The service route primarily travels along Santa Monica Boulevard connecting the communities of Los Angeles, West Hollywood, Beverly Hills, Century City, West Los Angeles, and Santa Monica. 
	  Line 4 is a local service bus and has frequent stops along North Santa Monica Boulevard in Beverly Hills. Within the study area, both eastbound and westbound buses travel through the City of Beverly Hills along North Santa Monica Boulevard. Service is provided approximately every ten to fifteen minutes Monday through Saturday and approximately every twenty minutes on Sunday.
	Metro Line 14 provides service between downtown Los Angeles and the City of Beverly Hills. Currently, the The service route primarily travels along Beverly Boulevard connecting the communities of Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Park La Brea, Fairfax Village, West Hollywood, and Beverly Hills. 
	Line 14 is a local service bus and has frequent stops along Beverly Drive in Beverly Hills. Most stops are approximately one to two blocks apart. Within the study area, eastbound buses travel through the City of Beverly Hills by traveling in a northbound direction on Beverly Drive, making a right-turn onto North Santa Monica Boulevard, and then a right-turn onto Beverly Boulevard. Buses traveling in the westbound direction through the City travel west along Beverly Boulevard, make a left-turn onto North Santa Monica Boulevard, and a left-turn onto North
	/
	    Figure 3.122 Existing Public Transit Service [Previous and Revised Versions]
	  Beverly Drive. Service is provided approximately every fifteen minutes on weekdays and approximately every twenty minutes on weekends.
	As proposed by the Metro NextGen Bus Plan, Line 14 would continue east/west bus service on Beverly Boulevard from downtown Los Angeles to a future terminus at San Vicente Boulevard in the City of West Hollywood. Approximately 16 route stops for Line 14 would be eliminated in the City of Beverly Hills, including stops at Wilshire Boulevard, Charleville Boulevard, Gregory Way and Olympic Boulevard. 
	Alternatively, Metro planning staff proposes extending new Line 617, which would replace Metro Line 17 on Robertson Boulevard, to continue service into the City of Beverly Hills via Burton Way and Beverly Drive. Line 617 would operate north/south service on Robertson Boulevard between a new mini-transit hub located at Cedars Sinai Hospital to the Expo Station on Venice Boulevard, and continue west through Beverly Hills. Line 617 would operate every 45 minutes on weekdays and every 60 minutes on weekends.
	Metro Line 16/316 provides service between downtown Los Angeles and the City of Century City. Currently, theThe service route primarily travels along 3rd Third Street, Burton Way, and North Santa Monica Boulevard connecting the communities of Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Park La Brea, Beverly Grove, West Hollywood, Beverly Hills, and Century City. 
	In Beverly Hills, Lines 16 and 316 provide overlapping local bus service with frequent stops along Burton Way and North Santa Monica Boulevard. Most stops are approximately one to two blocks apart. Within the study area, eastbound buses travel through the City of Beverly Hills by traveling in a northbound direction on North Santa Monica Boulevard, making a right-turn onto South Crescent Drive, and then a left-turn onto Burton Way. Buses traveling in the westbound direction through the City travel west along Burton Way, make a right-turn onto North Cañon Drive, and then a left-turn onto North Santa Monica Boulevard. Within the City of Beverly Hills, service is provided approximately every ten minutes on weekdays by Line 16/316 and approximately every thirty minutes on weekends by Line 16.
	The Metro NextGen Bus Plan proposes discontinuing Line 16/316 bus service west of San Vicente Boulevard. Bus service would continue east/west on Third Street between West Hollywood and downtown Los Angeles at 6 to 10 minute frequencies. A total of 14 route stops for Line 16 would be eliminated in the City of Beverly Hills on Burton Way and North Santa Monica Boulevard. The aforementioned extension of Metro Line 617 would provide service on Burton Way every 45 minutes on weekdays and every 60 minutes on weekends. 
	Metro Line 20 provides local service between downtown Los Angeles and the City of Santa Monica with service along Wilshire Boulevard. The route travels along Wilshire Boulevard connecting the communities of Beverly Hills, Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Park La Brea, Santa Monica, UCLA, West Los Angeles, and Westwood. Line 20 is a local service bus and has frequent bus stops along Wilshire Boulevard. Most stops are approximately one to two blocks apart. Service is provided every fifteen to twenty minutes on weekdays and twenty minutes on weekends. 
	Metro Rapid Line 704 provides an express service between downtown Los Angeles and the City of Santa Monica with principal service along Wilshire Boulevard as part of Metro’s Rapid network. The line travels along N. Santa Monica Boulevard connecting the communities of downtown Los Angeles, Echo Park, Silver Lake, West Hollywood, Beverly Hills, Century City, Westwood, West Los Angeles, and Santa Monica. Bus service along North Santa Monica Boulevard in Beverly Hills is approximately every fifteen minutes on weekdays and twenty to twenty-five minutes on weekends. 
	Metro Rapid Line 720 provides an express service between East Los Angeles and the City of Santa Monica with principal service along Wilshire Boulevard as part of Metro’s Rapid network. The line travels along Wilshire Boulevard connecting the communities of Beverly Hills, Boyle Heights, Brentwood, Commerce, downtown Los Angeles, East Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Koreatown, Park La Brea, Santa Monica, and Westwood. Bus service along Wilshire Boulevard is approximately every five to ten minutes on weekdays and every ten minutes on weekends. 
	Antelope Valley 786 provides commuter service between Lancaster/Palmdale to Century City/West Los Angeles with service along Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard. It travels along Santa Monica Boulevard connecting the communities of Westwood, Century City, and Beverly Hills, and along Wilshire Boulevard connecting the communities of Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Park La Brea, and Hollywood. Line 786 is a commuter service bus running only during peak hours on weekdays with service every twenty minutes to thirty minutes.
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	3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
	3.1 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED THAT ADDRESS ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES RAISED IN THE EIR
	3.2 RESPONSES TO ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT DRAFT EIR PUBLIC MEETING

	The Draft EIR was distributed for public review on August 21, 2020 through October 8, 2020, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. A total of 35 comment letters and emails were received. In addition, verbal comments were received during the Draft EIR public meeting. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), “the lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” This chapter provides response to written environmental comments received during and after the public comment period, as well as oral environmental comments received during the Draft EIR public meeting. 
	This chapter is organized into two parts: 1) responses to written comments received during the public review period, and 2) responses to oral comments received at the Draft EIR public meeting. Written responses are presented for all comment letters received during and after the public review period, starting with comment letters from agencies and organizations, followed by the comment letters from individuals. The responses to the oral comments received at the Draft EIR public meeting are provided at the end of this chapter. 
	Each letter has been assigned a number code, and individual comments in each letter have also been coded to facilitate responses. For example, the letter from State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is identified at Comment Letter 20, with comments noted as 20-1, 20-2, etc. Copies of each comment letter are provided prior to each response. The comment letters are organized chronologically. Comments that present opinions about the project or that raise issues not directly related to the substance of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR are noted but, in accordance with CEQA, are not required to receive a detailed response. In response to some of the comments received, the text of the EIR has been revised. Refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications, for a list of these changes.
	Table 3-1List of Comment Letters on Draft EIR

	Page # of Response
	Letter No.
	Date of Letter
	Agency/Organization/Individual
	3-4
	August 24, 2020
	Gross, Josh
	1
	3-6
	August 29, 2020
	Hagenburger, Duke
	2
	3-9
	August 29, 2020
	York, Melinda
	3
	3-13
	September 2, 2020
	Balson, Bernice
	4
	3-15
	September 15, 2020
	Savenick, Phil
	5
	3-17
	September 19, 2020
	Skirmuntt, Christine
	6
	3-19
	September 19, 2020
	Ford, Michael
	7
	3-22
	September 24, 2020
	Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson
	8
	3-25
	September 24, 2020
	Goldstine, Josh
	9
	3-27
	September 25, 2020
	Bernstein, Paul
	10
	3-29
	September 27, 2020
	Steger, Donna
	11
	3-31
	September 27, 2020
	Bernstein, Lee
	12
	3-34
	September 29, 2020
	Cipollini, Matthew
	13
	3-37
	September 29, 2020
	Molina, Alexandra
	14
	3-39
	September 29, 2020
	Traconis, Eric
	15
	3-41
	September 29, 2020
	Molina, Laure
	16
	3-43
	September 29, 2020
	Bonert, Michael 
	17
	3-45
	September 29, 2020
	Bonert, Vivien
	18
	The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce
	3-48
	September 29, 2020
	19
	Signed: Todd Johnson
	State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
	3-51
	October 1, 2020
	20
	Signed: Miya Edmonson
	Il Fornaio Restaurant
	3-53
	October 1, 2020
	21
	Signed: Maria D’auria
	3-55
	October 5, 2020
	Lorin, Jeannette
	22
	Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
	3-57
	October 5, 2020
	23
	Signed: Shine Ling, AICP
	Holland & Knight LLP (on behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP
	3-70
	October 6, 2020
	24
	Signed: Ryan Leaderman
	The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills
	3-82
	October 6, 2020
	25
	Signed: Dennis Overstreet
	3-85
	October 6, 2020
	Mashoudy, Harry
	26
	3-88
	October 6, 2020
	Mashoudy, Kayla
	27
	3-91
	October 7, 2020
	Mashoudy, Daniela
	28
	3-94
	October 7, 2020
	Savenick, Phil
	29
	3-97
	October 8, 2020
	Jazzabi, Monica
	30
	3-100
	October 8, 2020
	Anderson, Robert S. 
	31
	3-103
	October 8, 2020
	Norton, Rose
	32
	3-106
	October 8, 2020
	Beverly Hills Historical Society 
	33
	3-109
	October 8, 2020
	Reis, Stephen
	34
	Brickstar Capital, LLC
	3-111
	October 8, 2020
	35
	Signed: David Mirharooni
	Comment Letter 1: Gross, Josh
	Response 1-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the overall purpose of the project but does not specify which alternative is preferred. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Comment Letter 2: Hagenburger, Duke
	Response 2-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), due to its proximity to the Business Triangle and for its potential to broaden user access. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, the Project site is located within the existing North Beverly Drive public right-of-way (ROW) and is bordered by the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel (formerly known as the Montage Beverly Hills Hotel) to the east, Bank of America Financial Centre offices to the southeast, Union Bank offices to the south, and Chase Bank Offices to the west. The MGM Studios building is located to the north of the Project site and the surrounding area is generally occupied by fitness centers, restaurants, and retail establishments. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Comment Letter 3: York, Melinda
	Response 3-1
	The commenter expresses their opposition to any development in the project area, expressing that any digging would impact the land and soil. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, “the site for the Project and Project Alternatives is generally level, which limits the potential for substantial soil erosion. The grading and excavation phase when soils are exposed has the highest potential for erosion. However, the use of standard construction [Best Management Practice] BMPs on the construction site, as required by [Beverly Hills Municipal Code] BHMC Section 9-4-507 (City of Beverly Hills 2019a), would reduce any potentially significant soil erosion impacts. Such BMPs include use of plastic coverings on unprotected areas to eliminate erosion; removal of any sediments tracked offsite by construction vehicles; and use of temporary sediment barriers where necessary. With implementation of these BMPs, construction impacts related to soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be less than significant.” In addition, the Draft EIR includes mitigation requiring a geotechnical exploration to be completed and requires construction methods to be used to reduce potential settlement. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-3
	The commenter expresses that the current Purple Line has resulted in the destruction of existing buildings. The Purple Line Extension went through its own environmental process, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012, which includes more details on how the ROW was evaluated. As described in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative would be constructed within the City’s ROW along Beverly and Canon Drives, and the Canon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be constructed within the current staging yard site for the construction of the Wilshire/Rodeo Station. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-4
	The commenter expresses that the current Purple Line subway has threatened public safety in regard to crime and vandalism. The Purple Line Extension went through its own environmental process, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012, and includes more details on how public safety was evaluated. Public safety is not a required area of analysis under CEQA. However, the Draft EIR does analyze the demand the project may have on public services (police and fire department). None of the alternative locations would have a significant impact on public services, as explained in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-5
	The commenter expresses that the current Purple Line subway has threatened public safety in regard to homelessness. The Purple Line Extension went through its own environmental process, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012, and includes more details on how public safety was evaluated. Public safety is not a required area of analysis under CEQA. However, the Draft EIR does analyze the demand the project may have on public services (police and fire department). None of the alternative locations would have a significant impact on public services, as explained in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-6
	The commenter reiterates their opposition specifically to the Project (Beverly Drive), specifying that commuters can walk and do not need an additional portal and that the current Purple Line lacks parking. As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, one of the primary purposes of the project is to provide direct access from the north side of Wilshire Boulevard to the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line Station. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-7
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be the only location the commenter may support. They further state that nevertheless, this location has threatened local business. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be constructed within the current construction staging yard site for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station. Furthermore, if the north entrance/exit construction is awarded to the current Section 2 project contractor, then construction of this alternative would need to be sequenced around their existing work as the new station portal on this site would use a significant portion of this already constrained yard. If the north entrance/exit construction is not awarded to the current Section 2 project contractor, then the work would have to wait until the contractor is finished with the site. A dedicated lane closure on Wilshire Boulevard is assumed. In addition, a full closure on Cañon Drive or use of the parcel adjacent and west of the staging yard site would offset a loss of space in the yard. The construction area would be enclosed by noise barrier fences on all sides. 
	Response 3-8
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the project would cause an earthquake hazard, and that it is not a desirable use of City funds. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, “no active faults are known to cross the Project or Project Alternatives footprints. With compliance with the CBC and UBC regulations, the Project or the Project Alternatives would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. The Project and Project Alternatives are located within the seismically active southern California region, and like all locations within the area, is subject to strong seismic ground shaking. The Project and Project Alternatives would be designed and constructed in accordance with the latest version of the applicable federal, state, and local codes relative to seismic criteria, including the [Uniform Building Code] UBC, [California Building Code] CBC, and City Policy for Site-Specific Seismic Fault Investigations. The impact to people, buildings, or structures on the project site from strong seismic ground shaking would be reduced by the required conformance with applicable building codes and accepted engineering practices. With compliance with existing regulations, construction impacts as a result of strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.” As to use of City funding, this portion of the comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Comment Letter 4: Balson, Bernice
	Response 4-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically for its proximity to commercial uses and Rodeo Drive. As described in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the Project (Beverly Drive) would be located within the ROW on Beverly Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard, which is a key thoroughfare providing a northwest to southeast travelling route through the City of Beverly Hills. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Comment Letter 5: Savenick, Phil
	Response 5-1
	The commenter states their opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate in that it does not address public safety in regard to any of the alternative locations. Public safety is not a required area of analysis under CEQA. However, the Draft EIR does analyze the demand the project may have on public services (police and fire department). None of the alternative locations would have a significant impact on public services, as explained in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Comment Letter 6: Skirmuntt, Christine
	Response 6-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifying that the portal should be in a commercial zone and in the closest proximity to Rodeo Drive. As described in Section 2.5, Project Alternatives of the Draft EIR, the Project site is located within the existing North Beverly Drive ROW and is bordered by the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel (formerly known as the Montage Beverly Hills Hotel) to the east, Bank of America Financial Centre offices to the southeast, Union Bank offices to the south, and Chase Bank Offices to the west. The MGM Studios building is located to the north of the Project site and the surrounding area is generally occupied by fitness centers, restaurants, and retail establishments. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 6-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, stating that this location is undesirable and close to residential uses. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative is located within the existing North Cañon Drive ROW and is immediately bordered by the Bank of the West office to the west, and Coldwell Banker Real Estate Offices and Spago to the east. On the opposite side of Wilshire Boulevard, East West Bank offices are located to the southeast of this site and US Bank Offices and carpark to the south. These offices provide leased office space to multiple businesses. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 7 
	Ford, Michael (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 7: Ford, Michael
	Response 7-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifying that the portal should not be adjacent to residential uses but should be in close proximity to Rodeo Drive. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 8
	Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 8 
	Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 8: Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson
	Response 8-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that this location would best serve the business district. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 9 
	Goldstine, Josh (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 9 
	Goldstine, Josh (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 9: Goldstine, Josh
	Response 9-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that this location would best serve the business district. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 10 
	Bernstein, Paul (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 10: Bernstein, Paul
	Response 10-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that the alternatives would not be located at a desirable distance. Please refer to Response 61 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 11 
	Steger, Donna (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 11: Steger, Donna
	Response 11-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive) due to its proximity to Rodeo Drive. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 12 
	Bernstein, Lee (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 12: Bernstein, Lee
	Response 12-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive) due to its proximity to Rodeo Drive and the business district. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 13 
	Cipollini, Matthew (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 13 
	Cipollini, Matthew (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 13: Cipollini, Matthew
	Response 13-1
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Purple Line stations in Beverly Hills. The Purple Line Extension project conducted a separate environmental analysis to determine the locations of the proposed stations, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-2
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would threaten public safety in regard to crime. Please refer to Response 3-4 which discusses public safety as it relates to the project alternatives. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-3
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would negatively impact population density and that increased pedestrian activity would result in traffic congestion. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 4.3, Growth Inducement, “the fundamental purpose of the Project and Project Alternatives is to provide an entrance/exit to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard thereby delivering improved and direct public access to the Beverly Hills Business Triangle, a prime local and regional destination, and a key hub for tourism, shopping, and dining experiences. The Project and Project Alternatives are expected to improve pedestrian and vehicle access by minimizing pedestrian crossings from the southern to northern sides of Wilshire Boulevard. An increase in Metro Purple Line Extension ridership that would induce growth is not expected to occur as a result of the implementation of the Project and Project Alternatives because a viable station portal would exist on the south side of Wilshire Boulevard. The Project and Project Alternatives would not include the construction of any residential uses or other uses that would result in an increase in the population. Therefore, the Project and Project Alternatives would not result in a direct significant growth-inducing impact related to population.” Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-4
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would negatively impact the environment as it would be an earthquake hazard as well as a methane gas hazard. The Westside Subway Extension Final EIS/EIR identified areas near the Wilshire/Fairfax Station that exhibit high risk methane zones, which would result in significant impacts. However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-5 and GEO-6, impacts related to methane gas exposure would be reduced to less than significant. During construction, gas monitoring and detection systems and alarms will be installed, as well as ventilation equipment to dissipate gas to safe levels according to Metro’s current design criteria and Cal/OSHA standards for a safe work environment. In addition, tunnels and stations will be designed to provide a redundant protection system against gas intrusion hazards. The primary protection from hazardous gases during operations is provided by the physical barriers (tunnel and station liner membranes) that keep gas out of tunnels and stations.
	As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, “no active faults are known to cross the Project or Project Alternatives footprints. With compliance with the CBC and UBC regulations, the Project or the Project Alternatives would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. The Project and Project Alternatives are located within the seismically active southern California region, and like all locations within the area, is subject to strong seismic ground shaking. The Project and Project Alternatives would be designed and constructed in accordance with the latest version of the applicable federal, state, and local codes relative to seismic criteria, including the [Uniform Building Code] UBC, [California Building Code] CBC, and City Policy for Site-Specific Seismic Fault Investigations. The impact to people, buildings, or structures on the project site from strong seismic ground shaking would be reduced by the required conformance with applicable building codes and accepted engineering practices. With compliance with existing regulations, construction impacts as a result of strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.” Additionally, and as discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, methane “is the main component of natural gas and is associated with agricultural practices and landfills.” The Project and Project Alternatives would not include such uses; further, the Project and Project Alternatives were not found to potentially emit methane during construction or operation, thus falling below permissible threshold and thus not having an impact on the environment. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-5
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would negatively impact the environment as it would increase noise pollution in the community once in operation. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.10, Noise, “the operational components of the Project and Project Alternatives would not include any significant aboveground noise sources. Any noise generated by operational aboveground components such as entrances to stairwells, escalators, and elevators would be below existing ambient noise levels. In addition, the Project and Project Alternatives are not anticipated to generate additional vehicle traffic that would add substantially to the ambient noise levels in the [Resource Study Area] RSA. Therefore, impacts related to operational noise would be less than significant. Any subway-related noise occurring would not be attributable to the Project or Project Alternatives, but to other adjacent Metro operations that would occur regardless of whether the Project or Project Alternatives are constructed.” Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-6
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would degrade the value of homes in the community. As mentioned previously, the Purple Line Extension project completed a separate analysis which was certified in May 2012 and includes the analysis of potential project impacts on surrounding communities. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Insert Comment Letter 14
	Molina, Alexandra (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 14: Molina, Alexandra
	Response 14-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for details on the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 14-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, specifically stating that this location is too close to residential uses and therefore poses a threat to public safety. Please refer to Response 3-4 which discusses public safety as it relates to the project alternatives. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 14-3
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically stating that its close proximity to the business district is desirable. Please refer to Response 2-1 which discuss the Project location and proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 15 
	Traconis, Eric (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 15: Traconis, Eric
	Response 15-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 which discuss the Project location and proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 15-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, specifically stating that this location is too close to residential uses and therefore poses a threat to public safety. Please refer to Response 3-4 for information regarding public safety. This comment does not state a specific about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 15-3
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically stating that its close proximity to the business district is desirable. Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 16 
	Molina, Laure (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 16: Molina, Laure
	Response 16-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 16-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, specifically stating that this location is too close to residential uses and therefore poses a threat to public safety. Please refer to Response 3-4 for information on public safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 16-3
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically stating that its close proximity to the business district is desirable. Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 17
	Bonert, Michael (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 17: Bonert, Michael 
	Response 17-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 18 
	Bonert, Vivien (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 18: Bonert, Vivien 
	Response 18-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 19 
	The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 19 
	The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 19: The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce 
	Response 19-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 19-2
	The commenter recommends additional design elements for the Project (Beverly Drive), including an additional escalator, public restrooms, options for updating the right-hand turn lane at North Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard, and shuttle buses to transport subway users to other areas in the community. Due to the location of the Project along the west side of Beverly Drive, as well as subsurface easements and basements that limit the size of the Project, there would not be sufficient space for an additional escalator or for public restrooms. However, the City will provide a separate response to inform decision making on the portal location selection. The comments regarding updating the right-hand turn lane at North Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard, and for shuttle buses to transport subway users to other areas in the community are acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 19-3
	The commenter expresses their desire to see a collaboration between the City and Chamber to ensure businesses in the community are not impacted by road closures during construction of the Project (Beverly Drive). As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2.6, Construction Scenario, work would proceed over longer shift durations and behind a K Rail barrier and would follow the work hours stated in the MOA between the City and Metro. Pedestrian routes between Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard would require detouring via the next block. After the piling and associated activities, traffic control and site boundary could return to the previous state and the closure of a second lane of westbound Wilshire Boulevard would no longer be required. It is likely that eight metered street parking spaces (four on each side of North Beverly Drive) and the existing shuttle zone adjacent to the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel would be temporarily removed during construction. In addition, bus stops located on Wilshire Boulevard were relocated away from the construction zone as part of the Section 2 Purple Line project. The relocation of any bus stops would be determined in consultation with relevant bus service providers and the City of Beverly Hills. In addition, the City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not required analysis under CEQA.
	Insert Comment Letter 20
	State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 20 
	State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 20: State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
	Response 20-1
	The commenter expresses that the alternative locations being considered would not have adverse impacts on existing State transportation facilities. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
	Response 20-2
	The commenter recommends that to ensure pedestrian safety, as the project would increase pedestrian traffic, physical design methods such as bike lanes, sidewalks, pedestrian refuge islands, landscaping, street furniture, and reductions in crossing distances through roadway narrowing, as well as signage for such infrastructure, should be implemented. As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, one of the primary purposes of the project is to provide direct access from the north side of Wilshire Boulevard to the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line Station, as well as to increase pedestrian safety. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
	Response 20-3
	The commenter advises that construction vehicles affiliated with the Project are required to obtain a transportation permit if the vehicles are to travel on State highways. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
	Insert Comment Letter 21 
	Il Fornaio Restaurant (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 21: Il Fornaio Restaurant
	Response 21-1
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Project (Beverly Drive) and Project Alternatives. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 21-2
	The commenter expresses their concern for the future of the restaurant, stating that the construction period and affiliated road closures would negatively impact business, especially during the current conditions of the COVID-19 pandemic. An economic analysis of impacts on businesses is not required under CEQA. However, the City is conducting an economic analysis and those results will be communicated at future City Council meeting(s) where the project will be considered. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 21-3
	The commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not mention impacts to the community and alleges that the Draft EIR wrongfully compares the Project to the Project Alternatives regarding this type of impact, stating that they would not have similar impacts. Discussions of possible impacts to the surrounding community are addressed in a majority of the environmental sections of the Draft EIR. For example, noise impacts on residential uses in the area (Section 3.10, Noise) and air quality impacts to local sensitive receptors or uses in the community (Section 3.2, Air Quality) are discussed in the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 22 
	Lorin, Jeanette (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 22: Lorin, Jeanette
	Response 22-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 23 
	Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 23: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
	Response 23-1
	The commenter expresses introductory comments and their appreciation for the ongoing coordination between the City and Metro to implement the Westside Purple Line Extension. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. However, the City appreciates Metro’s review of the Draft EIR, as well as the ongoing coordination efforts taking place related to the Project and the larger Westside Purple Line Extension project. 
	Response 23-2
	The commenter expresses clarification on the height of the vertical shaft at the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. The project element in question is a ventilation shaft providing both intake and discharge functions. Regarding the starting point below grade, per Metro construction drawings, this structure is designed to connect to the main station box currently under construction in order to provide ventilation needs. Regarding the height above grade, in order to be consistent with Metro’s Design Criteria and Standards – Adjacent Construction Design Manual Section 3.3, air discharge may not take place within 40 feet of a station entrance or portal. The height of this portal is 12 feet; therefore, the top of the ventilation shaft will be 52 feet above grade in order to be consistent with the Metro Design Criteria and Standards. 
	Response 23-3
	The commenter reiterates their appreciation for the ongoing coordination between the City and Metro, which includes technical and design review in order to ensure safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. However, the City agrees that technical review and coordination on design and construction are essential for a safe and successful project.
	Comment Letter 24: Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP)
	Response 24-1
	The commenter expresses introductory remarks and explains that the comment letter is in regards to 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and 235-296 Beverly Drive (the “Properties”), which occupy the entire western side of Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way. The owner of the Properties is Beverly Wilshire Owner LP (“BW”). It is stated that the Project analyzed in the Draft EIR is “highly problematic.” Lastly, the commenter summarizes the contents of the letter and the areas of concern regarding pedestrian conflicts, traffic, construction impacts, an existing easement, project goals, and significant environmental impacts. Detailed responses to these specific areas of concern are located below in Response 24-2 through Response 24-16. 
	Response 24-2
	The commenter summarizes that the Draft EIR does not include an accurate and informative description of baseline environmental conditions, list proposed entitlements and permits, and include a stable and accurate project description. The commenter then discusses detailed comments regarding BW’s existing easement beneath the entirety of Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive sidewalks, adjacent to the location of the Project (Beverly Drive). The commenter also provided survey plans that show the location of the subsurface easement.
	It should be noted that a detailed design of the Project (Beverly Drive) has not been completed and is not required to be completed for the Draft EIR under CEQA. As such, the level of detail of all figures, graphics, and site plans in the Draft EIR that illustrate the Project are at a conceptual level. A conceptual outline of the basement associated with 9465 Wilshire Boulevard is shown on Figure 2-7 of Chapter 2, Project Description within the Draft EIR. The detailed design of the Project has not yet been completed. However, the City and project team have conducted an initial review of the detailed survey plans of the subsurface easement provided by the commenter. It has been determined that, although the existing easement would be located adjacent to the Project subsurface concourse level, the Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. As such, Figure 2-7 has been revised to illustrate this in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of the Final EIR. In addition, clarifications have been made in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, which can be reviewed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. If the Beverly Drive location is selected, as part of the future detailed design process, encroachment onto the existing subsurface easement would be avoided. In addition, the City would coordinate with BW as needed in the process of completing the final design and constructing the North Portal.
	In addition, the City holds an easement in, over, and under the subject property described as 9465 Wilshire boulevard for a subway portal (City Agreement No. 95-08; Los Angeles County Recorder No. 20080929154), which was granted to the City in 2008, long after the 1960 easement discussed in the comment. The easement grants the City use of that property for “the construction, operation, maintenance, improvement and repair/replacement (as necessary) of an entrance or ‘portal’ (and related improvements) to a subway station to be constructed under Wilshire Boulevard in the City of Beverly Hills, California.” The only limitations on the use of this property for a subway portal is that the surface area at ground level may not exceed 300 square feet, the portal may not block access or materially affect the structural integrity of the building or cause the loss of parking spaces on the property. As described above, the City does not anticipate encroaching into the property and existing easement in order to build the North Portal. In the unlikely event that an encroachment is required during the final design process, the City would verify that the encroachment is consistent with the terms of the 2008 subway portal easement.
	Related to the discussion above, the commenter states that Figure 2-7 in the Draft EIR shows the Project’s use of the sidewalk subsurface, particularly in the area closest to Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, the commenter states that Figure 2-4 in the Draft EIR shows the Project within the easement area. As stated above, a review of the detailed survey plan has been conducted and Figure 2-7 has been revised for accuracy to show that the Project subsurface concourse level would not encroach onto the existing easement. Figure 2-4 represents only a conceptual level of detail that is not to scale. Due to the angle of the aerial photography that was available for use in the figure, the sidewalk along the west side of Beverly Drive is not completely visible as it is blocked by the multi-level building at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard. As such, the illustration of the Project on this figure should be considered conceptual. In addition, a detailed design has not yet been completed. However, a review of the detailed survey plan has been conducted and the Project subsurface concourse level would not encroach onto the existing easement. If the Beverly Drive location is selected, as part of the future detailed design process, encroachment onto the existing subsurface easement would be avoided. 
	The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include a description of the existing easement as part of the description of the existing environmental setting. A conceptual outline of the basement associated with 9465 Wilshire Boulevard is shown on Figure 2-7 of Chapter 2, Project Description within the Draft EIR. The detailed design of the Project has not yet been completed. However, the City and project team has conducted an initial review of the detailed survey plans of the subsurface easement provided by the commenter. It has been determined that, although the existing easement would be located adjacent to the Project subsurface concourse level, the Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. As such, Figure 2-7 has been revised to illustrate this in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of the Final EIR. In addition, clarifications have been made in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, which can be reviewed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. The clarifications include details regarding the existing easement. No modification of the existing easement would be necessary.
	A discussion of the permits and approvals required to implement the Project or a Project Alternative is included in Section 2.9 (Required Permits and Approvals). 
	Response 24-3
	The commenter states that the Draft EIR provides conflicting locations for the Project (Beverly Drive) and that, as a result, a stable and accurate project description is not provided in the EIR. To exemplify the point the commenter states that Figure 2-4, Figure 2-7, and Figure 3.1-1 are not consistent in terms of the location or configuration of the Project. Figure 2-4 and Figure 3.11 are meant to be conceptual overviews of the Project. As mentioned in Response 24-2, Figure 2-7 has been revised and is included in Chapter 2, Modifications and Clarifications of the Final EIR. 
	The location of the Project can be viewed on Figure 2-3 of the Draft EIR (Location of the Project [Beverly Drive] and Project Alternatives). Detailed and consistent narrative descriptions of the location of the Project can be found in multiple sections or subsections of the Draft EIR including Executive Summary on page ES-3 and Section 2.4 Project Setting and Location. A detailed narrative description of the Project characteristics can be found in Executive Summary on page ES-5 and Section 2.5 Project Alternatives. As previously mentioned in Response 24-2, the detailed design of the Project has not yet been completed. However, the City and project team have conducted an initial review of the detailed survey plans of the subsurface easement provided by the commenter. It has been determined that, although the existing easement would be located adjacent to the Project subsurface concourse level, the Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. The detailed design process would avoid the conflict with the easement. 
	Response 24-4
	The commenter states that the proposed sidewalk configuration for the Project (Beverly Drive) along the west side of Beverly Drive is not accurately depicted on Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7. It should be noted that these figures depict the Project and a conceptual level, and do not represent detailed design. Please refer to Response 24-2 above. Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7 have been updated to provide clarification and are located in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. There would be adequate pedestrian space on the sidewalk and the Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. 
	Response 24-5
	The commenter states that the Project (Beverly Drive) fails to achieve two of the stated project objectives related to improving pedestrian flow and avoiding significant degradation of vehicular flow in the vicinity of the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line Station and minimizing pedestrian street crossings on Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, the commenter includes several goals and policies in the City’s General Plan Circulation Element related to roadway and intersection improvements, maintaining vehicle flows on City roadways and intersections, and maintaining operations on regional roadways and states that there is no analysis in the Draft EIR to support the conclusions that there are no conflicts with these goals and policies. The commenter specifically mentions the removal of the southbound right-turn lane at the Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard intersection. 
	Regarding the comments related to the City’s General Plan Circulation Element, all of the goals and policies noted in the comment letter are regarding traffic operations and congestion. As discussed in Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR, Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) directed the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines to establish new criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts and define alternative metrics for traffic level of service (LOS). Specifically, SB 743 results in the elimination of auto delay, LOS, and other similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as a basis for determining significant impacts for transportation projects under CEQA. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project would have a significant impact related to transportation if it would conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system. The Project would not conflict with the specific goals and policies mentioned in the comment letter. Additionally, the City’s Circulation Element goals and policies related to the Draft EIR were described in Section 3.12.1 and included a variety of goals related to the overall circulation system, transit, neighborhood traffic management, transportation demand management, and pedestrians and bikeways. In addition, it should also be noted that General Plan Circulation Element goal/policy CIR 1.4a included in the comment letter states that congestion may be accepted, provided that provisions are made to improve the overall system and/or promote non-motorized transportation, such as bicycling and walking. The Project would provide a secondary access point to serve the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, which would support non-automobile travel, and reduce vehicle travel, in the City. As a result, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 presumes that the Project would cause a less than significant transportation impact.
	Regarding the removal of the southbound right-turn lane at the Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard intersection, Fehr & Peers prepared a Traffic Operations Report showing intersection operations (LOS) with lane geometry changes adjacent to the Project. This report was not included in the Draft EIR since LOS is no longer considered a CEQA impact. However, the results of this report were used to inform the final considerations for the North Portal design options and the report has been included as an attachment to the Final EIR for background informational purposes only (see Appendix A). The intersection of Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard was studied with existing and future traffic volumes with the removal of the right-turn lane. The forecasted increase in delay would not exceed the City’s criteria for indicating a substantial delay increase under cumulative conditions, which is defined as 10 seconds or more for LOS D and 5 seconds or more for LOS E/F at a signalized intersection. Under existing plus project conditions, the forecasted increase in delay would be 5 seconds. The comment provides no evidence for the bottleneck conditions that it states would occur with the removal of the right-turn lane with the Project. In addition, the existing illegal left-turns from southbound Beverly Drive onto eastbound Wilshire Boulevard noted in the comment would not be affected by the Project and can be reduced through additional enforcement. The City previously eliminated this southbound left-turn movement to improve traffic flows along Beverly Drive and has installed high-visibility lighted signage indicating this movement is not permitted.
	The commenter claims that bottleneck conditions resulting from the Project’s removal of the majority of the southbound right-turn pocket and the elimination of the northbound turn lane into the parking garage on the west side of North Beverly Drive just south of the mid-block signalized crosswalk would increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the area due to drivers avoiding gridlock conditions. As stated above, the comment provides no evidence of the bottleneck conditions that it claims would occur and attributing this perceived impact to the Project is speculative, at best. In addition, the Business Triangle provides a grid network of roadways with multiple options for traveling to the local business and through the area. As stated in Section 3.12.2, transportation projects that reduce, or have no impact on, VMT should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact. According to OPR, the types of transportation projects that would likely lead to a measurable and substantial increase in vehicle travel generally include the addition of a through lane on existing or new roadways and highways. OPR further states a variety of project types that would not likely lead to a substantial or measurable increase in vehicle travel including the installation, removal, or reconfiguration of travel lanes at an intersection, the reduction in the number of through lanes, the removal of on-street parking, and the conversion of a general purpose lane to a transit lane. The Project does neither of those things.
	The comment also claims that bottleneck conditions with the removal of the southbound right-turn pocket would create an unacceptable hazard to emergency access vehicles. As described under Impact TR-4 in Section 3.12.4, the Project would not change emergency access in the study area, and fire, police, and medical personnel generally access the station area from areas north and east of the Project site. Given that the Project would not change emergency access in the study area and would provide a secondary access point to the subway station, the Project would not have an impact on emergency access. 
	A footnote provided by the commenter states that the shifting of vehicular traffic to the east as a result of the Project was not addressed in the Draft EIR. As described under Impact TR-3 in Section 3.12.4, the Project would require removal of the majority of the southbound right-turn pocket. The configuration would consist of one through lane and one shared through-right-turn lane on the southbound Beverly Drive approach. A minimal amount of storage (length of one vehicle) would be provided to allow vehicles turning right onto Wilshire Boulevard to yield to pedestrians. Lane geometries on Wilshire Boulevard would remain as existing. As stated, the new configuration would be designed using current roadway and intersection design guidelines as specified in the California Highway Design Manual (California Department of Transportation, 2019), and no design exceptions are anticipated. Consequently, the modified intersection configuration is not anticipated to contain any hazardous geometric design features and the impact would be less than significant.
	The commenter states that while the Project may result in some subway riders not crossing Wilshire Boulevard at-grade, the Project has not committed to providing signage to direct pedestrians in the underground station, and therefore, additional pedestrian crossings would further impact intersection operations at Beverly Drive. Further, it is stated that the safety implications of reducing one lane of traffic with substantially increased pedestrian traffic were not accounted for in the EIR. Without the Project, all subway riders that have an origin or destination in the Golden Triangle would need to cross Wilshire Boulevard. While the Project cannot be guaranteed to eliminate all Wilshire Boulevard pedestrian crossings between the Wilshire/Rodeo Station and the Golden Triangle, the number of pedestrian crossings would be reduced. As with all Metro stations, the Wilshire/Rodeo Station would contain wayfinding signage to direct passengers to the appropriate portal location based on their destination. Therefore, the Project is expected to reduce pedestrian crossings at the Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive intersection which would result in fewer interactions between vehicles and pedestrians in the Project area.
	Regarding comments related to safety, the commenter notes that the Beverly Hills Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft form) identifies Wilshire Boulevard as having the most injury collisions in the City and that bicycle safety should be considered on Beverly Drive. As described in Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR, the City is currently undertaking several planning efforts to improve conditions for all travelers on Wilshire Boulevard and in the study area. The City of Beverly Hills Draft Complete Streets Plan creates a blueprint for transportation improvements that balances the needs of all road users: bicyclists, pedestrians, transit riders, and motorists. The goal of the plan is to provide more options for people to choose the mode that best works for their trip type, and a network of streets where individual modes would be prioritized. The Connect Beverly Hills project will incorporate concepts from the City’s Complete Streets Plan to show placement of transportation enhancements associated with streetscape improvements along Wilshire Boulevard near the future Wilshire/Rodeo Station.
	In addition, it should be noted to the commenter that an analysis of land use and planning consistency, including with the City’s General Plan, can be found in Section 4.1.2 of the Draft EIR. Applicable General Plan policies related to hazards are discussed in Section 3.8.1 of the Draft EIR. 
	Response 24-6
	The commenter states that the Project does not consider pick-up and drop-off activity generated by the Wilshire/Rodeo Station and specifically notes CEQA Appendix G Transportation Question C regarding whether a project would substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature. The commenter also notes that off-street pick-up and drop-off areas should be identified, such as the parking garage on the east side of Beverly Drive. 
	The Draft EIR considers the potential impacts of the Project and Project Alternatives. In addition to potential CEQA transportation impacts, the effects of potential pick-up/drop-off locations were evaluated in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR. There are no designated loading areas that have been identified to serve the south portal location currently under construction. Therefore, the Project and Project Alternatives considered adjacent loading areas that could serve all passengers traveling to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station by private vehicle. The pick-up and drop-off evaluation for the Project focused on on-street loading options on North Beverly Drive. As shown in Table 3.12-4 and Figure 3.12-5 of the Draft EIR, the potential loading zones would occur along the curb on North Beverly Drive and result in the loss of on-street parking. However, the loading zones would not result in the loss of vehicular travel lanes. In coordination with Transportation Network Companies (TNCs), the loading zones would include geofencing to direct drivers traveling to the station to the designated loading locations. Geofencing is defined as a predetermined location in which passengers are dropped off or picked-up, and can be implemented when drivers enter a specific destination into their rideshare app, such as the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, or enter an address within a defined geography. The geofenced loading zones can be designated by the City through publication of the coordinates for the geofenced zones that are used by TNCs. This is a standard industry practice of TNCs. 
	The Draft EIR also discusses the potential for pick-up and drop-off activity to occur in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage as requested in the comment. If on-street loading areas are unable to accommodate all pick-up/drop-off activity and/or if the City decides to promote pick-up/drop-off activity in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage, off-street loading for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station could occur in this location. Vehicles would be able to enter/exit the garage at the two driveways provided on North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard. It is anticipated that passengers could potentially be dropped off near the existing elevators on the north side of the upper floor of the parking garage. Please refer to Response PT-35 for detailed information on potential garage circulation. 
	The commenter also states that the introduction of a 12-foot-high building inches away from moving traffic would visually and unsafely block visibility for the Beverly Drive mid-block crosswalk and the Property’s driveway. The City and project team performed a sight distance analysis for the conceptual design of Project. The Sight Distance Analysis Memorandum can be found attached to this Final EIR (Appendix B). As a result of the analysis, it was concluded that that southbound vehicles on Beverly Drive approaching to turn right onto Wilshire Boulevard would have sight distance that is consistent with both Caltrans requirements and the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (Green Book). Similarly, vehicles traveling southbound on Beverly Drive approaching the left-turn lane would also have sight distances consistent with both requirements. Sight distance for both vehicles and pedestrians would be considered during the detailed design phase. 
	Response 24-7
	The commenter states that construction impacts would occur on Beverly Drive, and specifically states that emergency vehicle access and replacement valet parking and drop-off at no cost to adjacent property owners should be addressed in Mitigation Measures TRA-A and TRA-D.
	Mitigation Measure TRA-A requires that Traffic Control Plans be developed to minimize construction impacts for each work zone location. Traffic Control Plans would be prepared according to State guidelines and standards and approved by the City prior to implementation and would encompass the necessary components of the street network effected by construction activities, such as temporary lane closures, detour routes, and temporary business access. 
	While TRA-A is focused on traffic control during construction, TRA-C addresses parking management during construction. TRA-C states that a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) would be prepared and submitted to the City for review and approval prior to implementation. The TMP would include public information regarding construction activities, traveler information, incident management, demand management strategies, and expected construction activities. In addition, the TMP would include parking management to minimize the effects of temporary parking removal during construction and identify adequate off-street parking locations for construction workers. TRA-C also states that development of the parking management strategies would be coordinated with the adjacent property owners. The commenter’s request to replace valet parking operations at no cost to the adjacent property owners is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Mitigation Measure TRA-D states that emergency vehicle access would be maintained at all times to the construction work site, adjacent businesses, and adjacent residential areas. Emergency vehicle access would also be maintained at all times to and from fire stations, hospitals, and medical facilities near the construction site and along the haul routes. Construction activities, road closures, and lane closures would be coordinated with local law enforcement and fire department officials prior to implementation.
	Response 24-8
	The commenter questions the use of soldier piles to construct the Project (Beverly Drive) and the potential noise and vibrations that could result from this construction technique. The noise and vibration analysis assumed that all piling would be pre-augured (predrilled) rather than driven with an impact or vibratory pile driver. The pre-augured or pre-drilled piling would result in a reduced amount of noise and vibration as compared to the more invasive method of pile driving with an impact or vibratory pile driver. An additional alternative construction method was not required as the Project assumed the least invasive method. To this end a vibration reference level for pre-drilled piling (caisson drilling) of 0.089 peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet was used for piling, in accordance with Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Response 24-9
	The commenter states that the historic building located at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard should result in the application of a more conservative construction vibration analysis threshold. The commenter suggests using the most restrictive vibration limit (potential damage threshold of 0.12 PPV inches per second [in/sec]) due to the City's classification of the building as a historic resource. However, this classification as a historic resource, as described in the commenter’s footnote in the comment letter, is related to the unique or historic architectural elements rather than just the age of the building, construction type or sensitivity to vibration. Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR identifies 9465 Wilshire Boulevard as having been constructed in 1960-1962, which is not particularly old in terms of vibration sensitivity (for example, compared to a pre-1950's building which often used lath and plaster wall construction, which is much more susceptible to cracking due to excessive vibration). The FTA Building/Structure Category 11, Engineered Concrete and Masonry/No Plaster (FTA Table 7-5), with a vibration velocity threshold of 0.3 PPV in/sec., was determined to be appropriate threshold for this building. While the building has historical architectural features, it is not considered to be a fragile historic building from a vibration damage perspective. As a comparison, the type of historic structure that would warrant the Category IV "building extremely susceptible to vibration damage" vibration threshold of threshold of 0.12 PPV in/sec., for example would be a building similar to the Avila Adobe structure on Olvera Street in downtown Los Angeles; an original adobe structure built in 1818 and one of the oldest standing structures in the region. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Related to this topic, the commenter questions the construction vibration analysis assumptions regarding the distance between the historic building located at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and Project construction. The distance considered for construction vibration was calculated using the conceptual construction drawing included as part of the Constructability Report prepared by a Metro consultant for the Project in 2019. The analysis considers the distance from the potential vibratory equipment to the building, not just the edge of the construction area to the building. The vibratory equipment is not necessarily located at the edge of the construction area nearest to the building. This drawing indicated a distance between the building footprint and the closest pile locations in the construction area of approximately 17 feet, which was used in the vibration analysis. As previously mentioned, Figure 2-6 of the Draft EIR has been revised for further clarity to respond to the comment. However, it should be noted that Figure 2-6 is a conceptual plan of the street level propose for the Project, and not a detailed construction drawing.
	As a result of the response provided above, a new analysis of construction vibration utilizing the more conservative threshold and calculating a closer distance between the building and the vibratory equipment is not warranted. As such, the impact remains less than significant, and the addition of mitigation and recirculation of the Draft EIR mentioned by the commenter is not required. As mentioned in Section 2.6 (Construction Scenario) of the Draft EIR, the entire construction process would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the Section 2 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which is currently in place between the City and Metro. The MOA is enforceable and requires limitation on the use of vibratory equipment, requires avoidance of certain equipment or methods completely, and outlines use of a monitor for applicable vibration thresholds. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Response 24-10
	The commenter states that Mitigation Measure CUL-B would require a pre-construction survey related to the historic building, that mitigation is deferred, and no measures are shown to ensure construction vibration impacts would remain less than significant. The pre-construction surveys would ascertain the conditions of the building and area at the time directly prior to construction as conditions can change slightly over periods of time. As mentioned in Section 2.6 (Construction Scenario) of the Draft EIR, the entire construction process would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which is currently in place between the City and Metro. The MOA is enforceable and requires limitation on the use of vibratory equipment to reduce potential impacts to adjacent buildings, requires avoidance of certain equipment or methods completely, and outlines use of a monitor for applicable vibration thresholds. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Response 24-11
	The commenter supports the proposed Mitigation Measures NOI-A and NOI-B, but states that construction noticing to commercial tenants and owners is not included in Mitigation Measures NOI-G and NOI-H. A minor clarification to the mitigation measures has been made regarding construction noticing to commercial properties, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Response 24-12
	The commenter states that mitigation is needed related to utility relocations and noticing to businesses for upcoming utility interruptions. As mentioned in Section 2.6 (Construction Scenario) of the Draft EIR, the construction process including utility relocations would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the MOA, which is currently in place between the City and Metro. The MOA is enforceable and requires advance notification for all construction activities, including any planned service interruptions. The commenter’s request for more than a 30-day notice of potential utility relocations is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Regarding the proposed temporary removal of the canopy along the east elevation of 9465 Wilshire Boulevard, the Draft EIR includes mitigation to reduce potential impacts. As stated in Section 3.4.5 (Cultural Resources, Mitigation Measures) of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure CUL-A would be implemented to require a treatment plan for the removal and reinstatement be in place prior to removal of the canopy. Also, a qualified monitor would be required to ensure that the treatment plan is implemented appropriately and to provide a monitoring report or memorandum documenting the removal and reinstatement of the canopy. Related to the potential utility relocations for the Project (Beverly Drive), Section 2.6.3 (Construction Scenario, Utilities) of the Draft EIR states that the final scope of required utility relocations would be confirmed in the detailed design phase. 
	Response 24-13
	The commenter states that the Project (Beverly Drive) should have robust lighting, patrols, and safety protocols to ensure safety during operations. Under Impact AES-4 within Section 4.1 Aesthetics and Visual Quality of the Draft EIR, it states that during operations the Project and Project Alternatives would include new exterior and interior security lighting around and within the new portal. The new standard lighting would be directed away from sensitive areas, as feasible. In addition, the new operational lighting would be in compliance with applicable City regulations related to lighting. In addition, all Metro Purple Line stations, including the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, would have strategically placed Metro Video Security System (MVSS) cameras for monitoring passenger platforms, ticket vending machines, fare gates, and other critical areas. The Beverly Hills Police Department or the Los Angeles County Sheriff Department, Transit Services Bureau would provide security and general law enforcement services at stations. In addition, the Metro Transit Security Department would provide security for issues related to revenue collection, special events requiring crowd control, security sweeps and closing and opening of subway stations each day, as well as some property security. In addition, security provisions would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. 
	Response 24-14
	The commenter states that mitigation would be needed related to public services during operations, specifically the perception that the Project (Beverly Drive) could attract homeless populations, loitering, and or undesirable activities. These are not issues that are required to be analyzed under CEQA. However, refer to Response 24-13 above. The Beverly Hills Police Department or the Sheriff’s Department and the Metro Transit Security Department would provide security services to ensure safety during the operational phase. In addition, security provisions would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 24-15
	The commenter expresses support for increased mobility. The commenter then generally summarizes the concerns previously mentioned in the comment letter. 
	Refer to Response 24-2 through Response 24-4 regarding the existing easement.
	Refer to Response 24-5 through Response 24-7 regarding vehicular conflicts with pedestrians and transportation mitigation.
	Refer to Response 24-5and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security.
	Refer to Response 24-8 through Response 24-11 regarding noise and vibration.
	The commenter states that additional alternatives should have been considered to enhance pedestrian safety, such as a full tunnel under or a bridge over Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, general concerns regarding existing businesses and street closures during construction are expressed. One of the primary goals of the project is to reduce pedestrian street crossings. Compared to only having the south portal location, which is under construction, the inclusion of the proposed north portal potentially at the Beverly Drive location, would reduce the number of pedestrian crossings required to get to the Golden Triangle. In addition, the City is preparing an economic analysis related to impacts to businesses during construction. This analysis is not required under CEQA and will be provided for informational purposes at the upcoming City Council meeting(s) considering the Project and Project Alternatives as the location for the portal.
	The commenter states that one of the Project Alternatives should be selected, if any, and not the Project (Beverly Drive). The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 24-16
	The commenter provided an attachment containing the detailed survey plans of the existing easement, which has been reviewed and is discussed above under Response 24-2 through Response 24-4. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 25
	The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 25
	The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 25: The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills
	Response 25-1
	The commenter expresses opposition to the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 25-2
	The commenter expresses that the construction schedule and scope, including road closures, for the Project (Beverly Drive) would be detrimental for the operation of their business as it would hinder vehicle and pedestrian access as well as limit parking. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. As stated in Section 2.6.2 (Laydown and Staging) sidewalk access to businesses adjacent to the construction site would be maintained during certain phases of construction. The City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). However, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 25-3
	The commenter continues to express apprehension regarding road closures due to Project (Beverly Drive) construction, stating that if this does indeed negatively impact their businesses, the business is not eligible for certain relief funds. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. As stated in Section 2.6.2 (Laydown and Staging) sidewalk access to businesses adjacent to the construction site would be maintained during construction. The City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impacts the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). However, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 25-4
	The commenter expresses that the Project (Beverly Drive) would eliminate street parking and a loading zone utilized by their business, negatively impacting their revenue and inventory. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 25-5
	The commenter reiterates their objection to the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that it would negatively impact their business. Refer to Response 25-1 through Response 25-4 above. 
	Insert Comment Letter 26
	Mashoudy, Harry (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 26
	Mashoudy, Harry (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 26: Mashoudy, Harry
	Response 26-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 27 
	Mashoudy, Kayla (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 27 
	Mashoudy, Kayla (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 27: Mashoudy, Kayla
	Response 27-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 28 
	Mashoudy, Daniela (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 28 
	Mashoudy, Daniela (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 28: Mashoudy, Daniela
	Response 28-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 29 
	Savenick, Phil (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 29 
	Savenick, Phil (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 29: Savenick, Phil
	Response 29-1
	The commenter states that any approved portal project must prioritize safety. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 29-2
	The commenter states that any approved portal must address the lack of stoplights and crosswalks in that location. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 29-3
	The commenter states that any approved portal project should be located in the business district and not on a residential street, and that the design should be a station rather than a portal. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 29-4
	The commenter states that any project that utilizes an existing lane of Wilshire Boulevard for passenger loading would cause further traffic issues already experienced in the area. As explained in Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR, passenger loading is not proposed along Wilshire Boulevard for the Project or Project Alternatives. 
	Response 29-5
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Response 29-6
	The commenter expresses their desire for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, to include security, restrooms, a way-finding center, sufficient crosswalk and sidewalk widths for pedestrian traffic and outdoor dining, and to design all of these features with social distancing measures in mind. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Additional unavailable space potentially on the street level and the subsurface levels would be required to add more elements to the portal. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 29-7
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, emphasizing that the portal should operate more as a station and welcome center to entice visitation. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 29-8
	The commenter states that any approved portal project should provide off-street loading. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading options for the Project and Project Alternatives. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 30 
	Jazzabi, Monica (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 30: Jazzabi, Monica
	Response 30-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 31 
	Anderson, Robert S. (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 31 
	Anderson, Robert S. (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 31: Anderson, Robert S.
	Response 31-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, stating that this design would allow for easy passenger drop off and pick up. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading options for the Project and Project Alternatives. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 31-2
	The commenter expresses their desire for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, to include a grand entrance with a police substation, restrooms, a way-finding center, sufficient crosswalk and sidewalk widths for pedestrian traffic and outdoor dining, and to design all of these features with social distancing measures in mind. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 31-4
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, emphasizing that the portal should operate more as a station and welcome center to entice visitation. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 32
	Norton, Rose (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 32
	Norton, Rose (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 32: Norton, Rose
	Response 32-1
	The commenter expresses their support for moving a portal to the north side of Wilshire Boulevard. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 32-2
	The commenter expresses that the Reeves Drive station does not have an adequate stoplight or crosswalk. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 32-3
	The commenter expresses that the Project and Project Alternatives lack space for restrooms, a security station, parking, or loading zones, and eliminate street parking which is expressed to be a negative impact. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. However, Section 2.5 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR states that the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would include restrooms on the street level. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading and drop-off/pick-up options for the Project and Project Alternatives. Furthermore, the City is working with Metro to ensure that restrooms are made available to subway riders. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 32-4
	The commenter expresses concern about closing Beverly Drive for construction as it would negatively impact access to the area. An economic analysis of impacts on businesses in the area is not required under CEQA. However, the City is conducting an economic analysis and those results will be communicated at future City Council meeting(s) considering the project. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Response 32-5
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 33 
	Beverly Hills Historical Society (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 33 
	Beverly Hills Historical Society (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 33: Beverly Hills Historical Society 
	Response 33-1
	The commenter expresses that the Project and Project Alternatives in the Draft EIR do not deliver the solution of a new station, only a portal. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Response 33-2
	The commenter expresses that the Project and Project Alternatives in the Draft EIR do not include desirable restrooms or a security station, and that the Draft EIR does not provide adequate diagrams/drawings for project plans in order to properly visualize it. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Section 2.5 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR states that the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would include restrooms on the street level, and the City is working with Metro to provide restrooms for subway riders. In addition, Figure 2-5, Figure 2-8, and Figure 2-11 in the Draft EIR show three-dimensional overviews of each the Project and Project Alternatives so the reader can clearly visualize the elements proposed. 
	Response 33-3
	The commenter expresses safety concerns associated with the current Reeves Drive portal, including the lack of a stoplight and crosswalk, off-street loading, parking, a security station, wayfinding, or restrooms. Additionally, the commenter states that the location of this portal in a residential area is undesirable. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 33-4
	The commenter expresses concern regarding the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that the Draft EIR does not address the need for parking, eliminates parking lanes to be used for loading, lacks solutions for security, restrooms, and wayfinding, and would negatively impact street access during construction. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading and drop-off/pick-up options for the Project and Project Alternatives. 
	Response 33-5
	The commenter expresses concern regarding the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, stating that the Draft EIR does not address the need for parking, eliminates parking lanes to be used for loading, lacks solutions for security, restrooms, and wayfinding, and would negatively impact street access during construction. Refer to Response 33-1 through Response 33-4 above. 
	Response 33-6
	The commenter expresses concern regarding the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, stating that the Draft EIR does not address the need for parking, eliminates parking lanes to be used for loading, lacks solutions for security, restrooms, and wayfinding, and would negatively impact street access during construction. Refer to Response 33-1 through Response 33-4 above. 
	Response 33-7
	The commenter expresses their support for either the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative or the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 33-8
	The commenter expresses that the Beverly Hills Historical Society will provide displays for a wayfinding center, if the approved portal design includes this feature. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 34 
	Reis, Stephen (Page 1 of 2)
	Comment Letter 34: Reis, Stephen
	Response 34-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 35 
	Brickstar Capital, LLC (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 35: Brickstar Capital, LLC
	Response 35-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 35-2
	The commenter requests that the Project (Beverly Drive) include restrooms. Due to space restrictions both on the street level and in subsurface areas, restrooms are not included with the Project at this time, but the City is working with Metro to provide restrooms to subway riders. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 35-3
	The commenter requests that the Project (Beverly Drive) include parking for bikes, scooters, and other vehicles. Bike racks would potentially be provided adjacent to the new portal. A clarification on this topic has been made in Chapter 2 Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	A virtual public meeting was held during the Draft EIR public review period to solicit comments from interested parties. This Draft EIR virtual public meeting was held on September 16, at 7:00 p.m. through the Beverly Hills website. At the meeting, an overview of the proposed project and the Draft EIR conclusions were presented. Following the presentation, the meeting was opened to oral public comments. Five members of the public provided oral comments on the Draft EIR during the public meeting. A court reporter was present at this meeting and a transcript of the comments received is provided below followed by responses to each public testimony (PT).
	Response PT-1
	The commenter states that a South Portal is unsafe and that a subway station is needed in the business district, but that the current proposals do not address the safety issues that were previously agreed upon. The commenter also states that the South Portal does not include any loading areas for passengers getting picked-up or dropped-off at the station. The effects of potential pick-up/drop-off locations were evaluated for the Project and Project Alternatives in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR. The pick-up and drop-off evaluation focused only on the roadways north of Wilshire Boulevard. This was done to draw North Portal pick-up and drop-off activity away from the residential neighborhoods located south of Wilshire Boulevard. Roadways evaluated include North Beverly Drive, North Cañon Drive, North Crescent Drive, and Clifton Way. As shown in Table 3.12-4 of the Draft EIR, the potential loading zones would occur along the curb and result in the loss of on-street parking. However, the loading zones would not result in the loss of vehicular travel lanes. In addition, the City will be able to coordinate with TNCs to provide geofencing, a common industry practice with TNCs. 
	Response PT-2
	The commenter states their opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate in that it does not address public safety in regard to any of the alternatives. Please refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 for additional information on public safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-3
	The commenter states that passenger loading should occur without stopping traffic on Wilshire Boulevard which results in either Beverly Drive or Cañon Drive as loading options. In addition, Beverly Drive is a thoroughfare to the Valley and Cañon Drive has the potential to be a destination street. As described in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR, curbside loading along Wilshire Boulevard was evaluated but deemed to be infeasible due to the existing roadway geometric configuration. The provision of curb space along Wilshire Boulevard would create potential conflicts with vehicular traffic and would require removal of one travel lane, which would need to be studied in detail due to high traffic volumes that occur throughout the day and especially during peak hours. Therefore, the pick-up and drop-off evaluation focused only on the roadways north of Wilshire Boulevard to draw North Portal loading activity away from the residential neighborhoods located south of Wilshire Boulevard. Regarding travel demand in the study area, North Beverly Drive carries higher traffic flows than North Cañon Drive as noted in the comment. The average daily traffic volume on North Beverly Drive is approximately 18,200 in comparison to 9,300 vehicles per day on North Cañon Drive. These travel demands were observed prior to the closure of North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard that occurred due to current construction activity for the Purple Line and Rodeo Station. As outlined in SB 743 of CEQA Guidelines, increased traffic flows are no longer consider a CEQA impact, however, this analysis was completed and is included in the Traffic Operations Report (see Appendix A).
	Response PT-4
	The commenter expresses their opinion regarding police presence and bathrooms for the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. Please refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 for additional information on public safety and police presence. In addition, provisions for police security and restrooms will be provided as outlined in the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response PT-5
	The commenter states their opinion about pedestrian safety on Wilshire Boulevard and the overflow of transit patrons into surrounding neighborhoods. Please refer to Response 20-2 for additional information on pedestrian safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-6
	The commenter stated their opinion regarding the inclusion of parking, stoplights, crosswalks, vehicle loading, and bathrooms at the North Portal. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.12, Transportation, on-street parking would be maintained within certain segments on Beverly and Cañon Drives, a traffic signal would be installed at the intersection of Cañon Drive and Clifton Way to improve pedestrian safety, and crosswalks would be maintained along Wilshire Boulevard. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-7
	The commenter expresses they would like to include bathrooms for the North Portal. Due to space limitations restrooms are not included with the Project (Beverly Drive) or the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative. However, as described in Section 2.5 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR, restrooms could be provided with Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. In addition, bathrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Response PT-8
	The commenter states their concerns with potential road closures for construction of the Cañon Drive Alternative and expressed support of the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 19-3 for information on potential road closures. In addition, the City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impacts the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-9
	This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
	Response PT-10
	The commenter states the revised NextGen Bus Plan was not included in the Draft EIR. The NextGen Bus Plan is mentioned in Section 3.12.3 of the Draft EIR, which states Metro is currently preparing the NextGen Bus Plan with the goal of implementing a new bus network in Los Angeles County that is more relevant and reflective of local and regional travel needs, and that some of the existing routes in Beverly Hills may be modified as a result of the NextGen Bus Plan. The existing bus line and bus stop information included in Section 3.12.3 has been updated as part of the Final EIR to address comments received on the Draft EIR, including a summary of planned changes to existing transit services as identified in the Metro NextGen Bus Plan. 
	Response PT-11
	The commenter expresses there is no economic analysis as it relates to the street closures included in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response 21-2 for information on the economic impacts as it relates to street closures. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, an economic analysis is not required, therefore this analysis is not included in the Draft EIR. However, this information will be provided in a separate Beverly Hills City staff report to inform decision making on selection of a portal location. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
	Response PT-12
	The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not state the number of passengers that would favor each of the alternatives and the transit projections included are from the 2010 Metro report. The commenter also states that transit ridership has been declining prior to the pandemic and expresses concerns over the cost of the station in comparison to ridership. The ridership projections for the Purple Line were developed by Metro as part of the Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010) which includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the Rodeo Station. Metro’s EIS/EIR projects that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 (Metro 2010, Table 5-3). The North Portal project would provide a secondary access point to serve the Rodeo Station and is not expected to change the ridership projections for the Purple Line including passenger boardings at the Rodeo Station. Refer to PT-40 for additional information regarding pedestrian flows to each of the North Portal Alternatives. 
	Response PT-13
	The commenter states their opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate in that it does not address public safety in regard to any of the alternatives. Please refer to Response 24-13 for additional information on public safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-14
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-15
	The commenter expresses their support for inclusion of the Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft form) and Connect Beverly Hills project (in progress) in the Draft EIR. These plans are discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.12, Transportation. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
	Response PT-16
	The commenter states the Draft EIR mentions a Wilshire/Rodeo Station Pathway Plan which they have not seen. Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR describes the Wilshire/Rodeo Station Pathway Plan which is a part of the Section 2 and 3 First/Last Mile Plan approved by the Metro Board of Directors in May 2020 (available at: https://www.metro.net/projects/ple-phases-2-3-flm/). The plan includes first/last mile improvements such as bus stop enhancements, high-visibility crosswalks, street furniture, and street trees where needed, as well as bicycle improvements that will help facilitate station access, such as intersection treatments to create a bicycle-friendly environment at the intersections. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-17
	The commenter expressed their support for the inclusion of the Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft form) in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response PT-15 for information on the Complete Streets Plan. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is
	required. 
	Response PT-18
	The commenter expresses their concern regarding Metro’s First/Last Mile Report with the lack of new facilities recommended by Metro in the report. Please refer to Response PT-16 for information on first/last mile improvements. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-19
	This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
	Response PT-20
	The commenter expressed concern for the impacts to the flow of traffic through the City. Please refer to PT-39 for additional information regarding changes in traffic flows due to passengers accessing the station by vehicle and the potential loading zones for each of the North Portal Alternatives. 
	Response PT-21
	The commenter expressed their opinion regarding the inclusion of the Complete Street Plan. Please refer to Response PT-15 for information on the Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft form). As provided in the Section 3.12.1, the Draft EIR summarizes other planning efforts that are underway in the City of Beverly Hills including the Draft Complete Streets Plan and the Connect Beverly Hills project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
	Response PT-22
	The commenter expresses their support for the inclusion of the Complete Streets Plan and Connect Beverly Hills project in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response PT-21 above. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
	Response PT-23
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically for its proximity to the Business Triangle and for its potential to broaden user access. Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project’s proximity to the Business Triangle. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-24
	The commenter states their opinion regarding the proximity of the North Portal being close enough to the South Portal. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the north portal would be located north of the South Portal on Wilshire Boulevard. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-25
	This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
	Response PT-26
	This comment is requesting additional information about the Metro NextGen bus plan. Please refer to Response PT-10 for additional information about the transit service changes anticipated by Metro’s NextGen Plan. 
	Response PT-27
	The commenter states their opinion that there is no significant difference in the environmental impact conclusions between the Project and Build Alternatives and recommends additional design elements for the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, including public restrooms, police stations, parking and drop-off zones. The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative as described in Section 2,Project Description of the Draft EIR does not include construction of any above ground buildings or structures other than the portal itself and restrooms. The acquisition of the additional property west of the project site and a new building on that property is not included in the Project Description. Additionally, Metro is not providing parking at any of the stations in Beverly Hills. The analysis of potential drop-off zones is included in Section 3, Transportation. Therefore, drawings of the potential building are not required or available at this time. Furthermore, the City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. In addition, security provisions and bathrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. 
	Response PT-28
	This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
	Response PT-29
	The commenter states their opinion regarding the occupancy levels of the elevators at two alternatives, the Project (Beverly Drive) and the Cañon Drive Alternative. The Draft EIR included conceptual design drawings which include the dimensions of the elevator shafts at each alternative. The elevator shaft dimensions were designed as indicated in the LA Metro standard drawings (AS-010). There is no mention of a specific elevator make or type, but 80" x 54" was assumed for all station portal alternatives, which is ADA compliant when using a center opening door. This in turn suggests a capacity of about 2,000lbs or 12-13 people at one-time. 
	Response PT-30
	The commenter expresses that the removal of parking is on the east side of Beverly Drive and Cañon Drive when the portal is on the west side of both streets. As stated in the Section 3.12.4 of the Draft EIR, two potential design options for the North Portal would result in parking removal: The Project (Beverly Drive), consisting of an entrance/exit on the west side of Beverly Drive, within the existing street right-of-way, north of Wilshire Boulevard; and the Cañon Drive Half Portal Alternative, consisting of an entrance/exit on the west side of North Cañon Drive, within the existing street right-of-way. To preserve the vehicle travel lanes on North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive, on-street parking would be removed on both sides of the street. Table 3.12-4 summarizes the loss of on-street parking with the North Portal design options. 
	Response PT-31
	The commenter states that an additional traffic signal would be installed at Cañon Drive and Clifton Way. As described in Section 3.12.2 of the Draft EIR, this intersection is in close proximity to both the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Staging Yard Alternative and is the only remaining unsignalized intersection in the study area north of Wilshire Boulevard. With the installation of the North Portal under the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative or Cañon Staging Yard Alternative, a traffic signal would be installed to improve vehicle flows and pedestrian access to the station. It is anticipated that the new intersection configuration and traffic signal would be designed in conformance with design guidelines as specified in the California Highway Design Manual (California Department of Transportation, 2019), and no design exceptions are anticipated. As such, the new intersection configuration and traffic signal are not anticipated to contain any hazardous geometric design features. 
	Response PT-32
	The commenter expresses the Cañon Staging Yard Alternative does not include the dollar amount needed to purchase the adjacent property. As described in Response PT-27 above, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative as described in Section 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR does not include construction of any above ground buildings or structures other than the portal itself and restrooms. The acquisition of the additional property west of the project site and a new building on that property is not included in the Project Description. However, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative is feasible as proposed without the acquisition. 
	Response PT-33
	The commenter expresses the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Alternatives designs do not include bathroom facilities. Security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. .
	Response PT-34
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the Draft EIR does not include an analysis for economic impacts during potential street closures during project construction for all alternatives. Please see Response PT-11 above related to economic analysis and an economic analysis will be presented to the City Council as part of its final decision making process. 
	Response PT-35
	The commenter addresses several questions and clarifications regarding access, circulation, and loading activity with the North Portal. As explained in the Draft EIR, access would be provided to the local businesses on North Beverly Drive and to the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage during construction of the North Portal on the Beverly Drive site (The Project). For vehicle loading activity due to passenger pick-ups and drop-offs, curbside loading zones have been identified for each North Portal design alternative that would accommodate four vehicles at one time and the loading zones have been placed on both sides of the street to serve vehicles traveling in both the northbound and southbound directions. The identified curbside loading zones would serve approximately 45 vehicles per hour. 
	The demand for passenger loading activity at the Rodeo Station was estimated from ridership data provided in the Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010). The EIS/EIR includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the future Rodeo Station. This demand for passenger loading activity would occur with or without the construction of the North Portal. However, the south portal that is currently under construction does not have any designated loading areas. Therefore, potential curbside loading areas for each North Portal design option have been identified to serve passengers traveling by private vehicle to the Rodeo Station.
	Metro’s EIS/EIR states that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 and that two percent of riders would access the station by private vehicle. If passengers who are dropped off are eventually picked up during their return trip, this number would double to 180 pick-up and drop-off trips per day. To provide a conservative estimate of the effects of pick-up and drop-off trips, 200 trips per day were assumed. It is also assumed that each vehicle would only drop off one passenger, which would result in daily pick-up/drop-off activity of 200 vehicles per day. For the purpose of estimating loading demand, it was assumed that up to 20 percent of daily pick-ups and drop-offs would occur in the peak hour, which means that up to 40 vehicles would be accessing the station during a given peak hour.
	Assuming up to 40 vehicles would be making pick-up or drop-off maneuvers during the peak hour, it is anticipated that a maximum of three pick-up or drop-off events would occur simultaneously. If an equal number of pick-ups/drop-offs occur by vehicles traveling both northbound and southbound, it is estimated that 1-1.5 curb events would occur simultaneously in each direction. Given this, it is assumed that space for a total of four (two northbound, two southbound) pick-up/drop-off events would be needed near the proposed North Portal.
	Due to the anticipated availability of curb space, it is expected that pick-up and drop-off activity for the North Portal would occur along the following roadway segments as shown in Figures 3.12-5, 3.12-6, and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR:
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): along North Beverly Drive north of the mid-block crossing at Beverly Cañon Gardens.
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: along North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way and along Clifton Way east of North Cañon Drive.
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: along North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard and along North Crescent Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard.
	The comment also requested more information regarding pick-up and drop-off activity occurring in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage and potential impacts to vehicle circulation. If existing loading areas along adjacent roadways are unable to accommodate all pick-up/drop-off activity as described above, and/or the City decides to promote pick-up/drop-off in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage, up to 200 vehicles could use the garage each day, with 40 vehicles using the garage during the peak hour. Vehicles would be able to enter the garage at the two entrances provided on North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard. Given the central location of the garage and the grid network of the street system in the study area, vehicle access is anticipated to be distributed evenly between each of the two parking garage entrances.
	It is noted that parking coordination with the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel would occur if this location is chosen for pick-up and drop-off activities. For example purposes, the following circulation scenario is assumed. It is anticipated that passengers would be dropped off near the existing elevators on the north side of the upper floor of the parking garage. To do so, vehicles entering from Beverly Drive would drive down the entrance ramp, turn right, and right again to circulate the upper level in a counterclockwise manner until they arrive at the elevators. Vehicles entering from North Cañon Drive would drive down the entrance ramp, turn left, then immediately right before arriving at the elevators. A stairwell is also located immediately adjacent to the elevator and could be used by passengers to travel to street level.
	After dropping passengers off near the elevators, vehicles could exit the parking garage using either of the ramps that lead to North Beverly Drive or North Cañon Drive. Vehicles wishing to exit to Beverly Drive would be able to turn north or south onto Beverly Drive upon exiting. Vehicles wishing to exit to North Cañon Drive would need to make a counterclockwise loop around the upper floor, then turn right, just before the elevators, and right again to access the exit ramp. Vehicles would be able to turn north or south onto North Cañon Drive upon exiting.
	The potential effects of pick-up/drop-off activity in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage are described in more detail below for each of the North Portal alternatives.
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): As shown in Figure 3.12-5 in the Draft EIR, a curbside loading zone is identified on the east side of North Beverly Drive just north of the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage entrance. Assuming this loading zone is occupied, vehicles could use the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage for pick-up/drop-off activity.
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: As shown in Figure 3.12-6 in the Draft EIR, two pick-up/drop-off zones are identified on the west side North Cañon Drive, just south of the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage entrance, and another space is available on the east side of North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way. Assuming these zones are occupied, vehicles could use the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage for pickup/drop-off activity.
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: As shown in Figures 3.12-6 and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR, two pick-up/drop-off zones are identified on the west side of North Cañon Drive, south of the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage entrance, one space is available on the east side of North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way, and another space is available on the east side of North Crescent Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard. Assuming these zones are occupied, vehicles could use the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage for pick-up/drop-off activity.
	As described in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR, the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Structure could be used for pick-up/drop-off operations if it is not feasible to provide sufficient curb space for pick-up/drop-off activity along existing roadways. Creating a loading zone in the structure would require geofencing the surrounding area to direct loading activities within the vicinity of the North Portal to the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Structure. Geofencing is defined as a predetermined location in which passengers are dropped off or picked-up, and can be implemented when drivers enter a specific destination into their rideshare app, such as the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, or enter an address within a defined geography. The geofenced loading zones can be designated by the City through publication of the coordinates for the geofenced zones that are used by rideshare service providers. Creating geofenced zones in coordination with TNCs is a common industry practice and the City will be able to work with TNCs to identify the allowable pick-up/drop-off locations which are then loaded into navigation applications so that both drivers and riders are able to find the appropriate pick-up/drop-off location. As technology solutions advance and if pick-up/drop-off trips become more frequent over time, the structure could provide an alternative to on-street loading in the area. Any pick-up/drop-off strategies that are implemented in the parking structure would need to be done in coordination with local businesses, including the current parking operations plan between the City and the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel. Additional technology requirements, such as adequate cell and Wi-Fi service in the garage, would need to be explored in greater detail if this loading option is considered.
	The commenter also requested additional analysis about pick-up and drop-off activity occurring in the alley west of North Beverly Drive if the North Portal was constructed on the Beverly Drive site. The alley west of North Beverly Drive provides commercial loading for businesses on the east side of Rodeo Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way and business on the west side of North Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way. The alley operates one-way in the northbound direction with vehicles entering from Wilshire Boulevard and exiting onto Dayton Way. 
	The alley provides approximately 20-feet of clearance for vehicle travel. The alley has red striping on both sides along with signage that says “No Parking Fire Lane” to maintain the 20foot clearance for emergency access and emergency response vehicles. The alley provides access to private parking garages and loading docks that are located within the adjacent buildings on both sides of the alley. Besides the loading dock areas that are designated for specific buildings, no parking or additional right-of-way is available for public access. Due to the limited right-of-way available in the alley, allowing pick-up/drop-off activity to occur in the alley would disrupt existing operations and could impeded emergency vehicle access. As such, the North Portal design alternatives do not utilize the adjacent alleys for potential pick-up/drop-off locations. Additional signage can be placed in the alley to indicate that it should not be used for passenger loading activity, additional enforcement can be requested from BHPD, and other striping and/or traffic control can be explored to further indicate that passenger loading is not permitted. 
	This commenter also requests additional analysis about the traffic and circulation impacts of street closures during construction. The Project would result in the temporary closure of North Beverly Drive and the Cañon Drive Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Half Portal Alternative would result in the temporary closure on North Cañon Drive. The roadway closures and loss of parking during construction are described below. In addition, all three North Portal design options would result in the loss of one travel lane on Wilshire Boulevard for the duration of construction and an additional lane during pile installation and installation/removal of decking. 
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): Construction would commence in the third quarter 2022, with an anticipated opening date of third quarter 2025. Construction would take approximately 2.5 to 3.5 years. During construction, North Beverly Drive would be closed between Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Cañon Gardens for the duration of the construction. A cul-de-sac would be provided southbound on North Beverly Drive to allow vehicles to turn around prior to the closure. South Beverly Drive would require restriping and re-signaling as traffic would be required to either turn left or right onto Wilshire Boulevard with no ability to travel north (except for construction vehicles).
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: Construction would commence in the third quarter 2022, with an anticipated opening date of third quarter 2025. Construction would take approximately 2.5 to 3.5 years. During construction, North Cañon Drive would be closed between Wilshire Boulevard to the south side of Clifton Way. However, Clifton Way and the intersection of North Cañon Drive and Clifton Way would remain in operation. The roadway closure would also result in the loss of parking along North Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way, including the current valet loading operations on the east side of the street. 
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: Construction would commence in the first quarter 2024, with an anticipated opening date of third quarter 2026. Construction would take approximately 2.5 to 3.5 years. During construction, a portion of North Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard would be closed to vehicular travel including loss in parking and valet operations. 
	The construction impacts for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be similar to the current closure of North Cañon Drive at Wilshire Boulevard. In 2018, the City of Beverly Hills undertook an extensive effort to study the impacts of the North Cañon Drive closure in advance of the current construction activities. The study considered the timeframe for construction, vehicle rerouting that would occur with the roadway closures, and improvements needed to adjacent roadway facilities to accommodate the additional travel demand. The study also explored multiple options for on-street metered and valet parking operations adjacent to the closure and worked closely with the adjacent businesses to minimize impacts. As a result of this study, a new traffic signal was installed at the intersection of North Crescent Drive and Clifton Way, Clifton Way was restriped to accommodate additional vehicle demand, the cul-de-sac prior to the closure was designed to effectively facilitate local access, parking, and valet operations, and wayfinding signage was installed to direct travelers to avoid the closure. In addition, the block of Dayton Way between North Cañon Drive and North Crescent Drive was converted to two-way operation to improve access to local businesses. 
	While the construction impacts for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be similar to the current closure of North Cañon Drive at Wilshire Boulevard, the additional impact that would occur with the construction of either North Portal design option is that no access would be provided on North Cañon Drive south of Clifton Way. This would result in the relocation of on-street parking and valet operations. As part of the mitigation measures identified under TRA-A and TRA-C, the Traffic Control Plans and Transportation Management Plan prepared for the selected North Portal design option would include additional studies to optimize traffic flows and parking operations in the study area during construction.
	For the Project, the impacts during construction and solutions to accommodate vehicle detours are also expected to be similar to those identified previously as part of the North Cañon closure study. However, North Beverly Drive carries more traffic on a daily basis and during peak hours than North Cañon Drive. The table below summarizes the daily and peak hour traffic volumes for North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive on the block north of Wilshire Boulevard. These volumes reflect travel conditions prior to the closure of North Cañon Drive. As shown, North Beverly Drive serves nearly twice as many vehicles as North Cañon Drive. 
	PM Peak Hour
	AM Peak Hour
	ADT
	Roadway Segment
	Alternative
	N. Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	1,210
	1,170
	18,200
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	760
	560
	9,300
	Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020
	If the North Portal is constructed on Beverly Drive, additional improvements to optimize traffic flows and parking operations in the study area during construction may be required as part of the mitigation measures TRA-A and TRA-C. Similar to the North Cañon closure extensive coordination with local businesses would be made to minimize disruptions to local access and parking to the extent possible. 
	Response PT-36
	The commenter expresses the need for additional information regarding bike parking and bike share at the North Portal. Both the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative have the potential to include up to 11 bicycle racks within the portal footprint, and the Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative may include up to 9 bicycle racks within the portal footprint. Bicycle racks would be located immediately adjacent to the portal entrance/exit at street-level. 
	Response PT-37
	This comment includes closing remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required
	Response PT-38
	The commenter stated their support for the Project (Beverly Drive) due to its close proximity to the south station portal and the business triangle north of Wilshire Boulevard and the rationale for a second portal to serve station customers. Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project location. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
	Response PT-39
	The commenter is requesting additional analysis about how each North Portal alternative would impact traffic, including traffic impacts in adjacent neighborhoods. Fehr & Peers prepared a Traffic Operations Report showing intersection operations (LOS) with lane geometry changes adjacent to each portal alternative and operational benefits with the new traffic signal at North Cañon Drive and Clifton Way. This report was not included in the Draft EIR since LOS is no longer considered a CEQA impact. However, the results of this report were used to inform the final considerations for the North Portal design options and the report has been included as an attachment to the Final EIR (see Appendix A). 
	In addition to the Traffic Operations Report (see Appendix A), the Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010) includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the future Wilshire/Rodeo Station that can be used to expand on the operational changes at each station portal. The EIS/EIR states that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 and that two percent of riders would access the station by private vehicle. If passengers who are dropped off are eventually picked up during their return trip, this number would double to 180 pick-up and drop-off trips per day. To provide a conservative estimate of the effects of pick-up and drop-off trips, 200 trips per day were assumed. It is also assumed that each vehicle would only drop off one passenger, which would result in daily pick-up/drop-off activity of 200 vehicles per day.
	Due to the anticipated availability of curb space, it is expected that pick-up and drop-off activity for the North Portal would occur along the following roadway segments as shown in Figures 3.12-5, 3.12-6, and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR:
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): along North Beverly Drive north of the mid-block crossing at Beverly Cañon Gardens.
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: along North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way and along Clifton Way east of North Cañon Drive.
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: along North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard (90 percent of trips) and along North Crescent Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard (10 percent of trips).
	The tables below summarize how daily and peak hour roadway volumes would change with the addition of each North Portal design alternative under the assumptions stated above. As shown below, daily volumes would increase approximately 1% to 2% depending on the North Portal location. Peak hour volumes would increase by up to 2% on North Beverly Drive under The Project during the AM and PM peak hours and up to 4% on North Cañon Drive under the Cañon Drive Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Half Portal Alternative.
	Daily Roadway Segment Traffic Volumes
	% Change in ADT with Project
	Additional Trips with Project
	ADT
	Roadway Segment
	Alternative
	N. Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	1%
	200
	18,200
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	2%
	200
	9,300
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	2%
	180
	9,300
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative
	N. Crescent Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	<1%
	20
	12,800
	Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020
	Notes: For the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, it is assumed that 90% of pick-ups and drop-offs will occur along Cañon Drive, while 10% will occur along Crescent Drive.
	Peak Hour Roadway Segment Traffic Volumes
	% Change in Peak Volume with Project
	Additional Trips with Project
	Peak Volume
	Roadway Segment
	Alternative
	AM Peak Hour
	N. Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	2%
	24
	1,170
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	4%
	24
	560
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	4%
	22
	560
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative
	N. Crescent Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	<1%
	2
	690
	PM Peak Hour
	N. Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	2%
	24
	1,210
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	3%
	24
	760
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	3%
	22
	760
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative
	N. Crescent Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	<1%
	2
	1,070
	Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020Notes: AM Peak Hour = between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM. PM Peak Hour = between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM. It is assumed that 12% of daily pick-up and drop-off trips would occur during each peak hour. For the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, it is assumed that 90% of pick-ups and drop-offs will occur along Cañon Drive, while 10% will occur along Crescent Drive.
	The increase in traffic volumes due to loading activity for passengers at the Rodeo Station is based on the potential loading areas for the North Portal design options. However, these passengers are expected to travel to the station with or without the construction of the North Portal. Metro’s Rodeo Station that is currently under construction is located on the southwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Reeves Drive and often referred to as the south portal. There are no designated loading areas that have been identified to serve the south portal. Therefore, the North Portal design options also considered adjacent loading areas that could serve all passengers traveling to the Rodeo Station by private vehicle. 
	As discussed above, the pick-up and drop-off evaluation focused only on the roadways north of Wilshire Boulevard. This was done to draw North Portal pick-up and drop-off activity away from the residential neighborhoods located south of Wilshire Boulevard. The potential loading zones would occur along the curb and result in the loss of on-street parking. However, the loading zones would not result in the loss of vehicular travel lanes. The loading zones would include geofencing to direct drivers traveling to the station to the designated loading locations. 
	Response PT-40
	The commenter is requesting additional analysis about how each North Portal alternative would accommodate various modes of travel to and from the station and to each portal location. The Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010) includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the future Wilshire/Rodeo Station. The EIS/EIR states that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 and that passengers will access the station by the following modes:
	 Walk (60%)
	 Bus Transit (30%)
	 Private Vehicle (2%, assumes passengers are dropped-off)
	 Other (8%, includes urban rail transfers and cyclists)
	As shown, it is anticipated that majority of passengers will access the station by walking, whether solely on-foot or by transferring from another transit service and approximately 2% of passengers will access the station by private vehicle. If passengers who are dropped off are eventually picked up during their return trip, this would result in 180 pick-up and drop-off trips per day. To provide a conservative estimate of the effects of pick-up and drop-off trips, 200 trips per day were assumed. It is also assumed that each vehicle would only drop off one passenger, which would result in daily pick-up/drop-off activity of 200 vehicles per day.
	Due to the anticipated availability of curb space, it is expected that pick-up and drop-off activity for the North Portal would occur along the following roadway segments as shown in Figures 3.12-5, 3.12-6, and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR:
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): along North Beverly Drive north of the mid-block crossing at Beverly Cañon Gardens.
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: along North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way and along Clifton Way east of North Cañon Drive.
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: along North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard (90 percent of trips) and along North Crescent Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard (10 percent of trips).
	Passengers who are dropped off or picked up at each of these locations would be able to utilize existing and future pedestrian crossings to travel between each of the above locations and the station portal. Refer to PT-41 for more information about existing and future pedestrian connectivity near each of the North Portal alternatives and to PT-42 regarding walking distance and associated travel time to reach the business triangle from each of the North Portal Alternatives. 
	Response PT-41
	The commenter is requesting additional analysis about pedestrian accessibility and safety for each North Portal alternative. As described in PT-40, Metro’s EIS/EIR for the Purple Line indicated that 60% of passengers at the Rodeo Station would access the station by walking. The construction of the North Portal is not expected to change the number of passengers walking to the station. However, the North Portal would provide a secondary access point to the station and would reduce the number of pedestrians that need to cross Wilshire Boulevard to access the south portal that is currently under construction.
	Given that each of the North Portal design options are on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard, it is anticipated that most passengers accessing the station at the North Portal would do so from areas north of Wilshire Boulevard. Subterranean pedestrian concourses within the Wilshire/ Rodeo station will facilitate passenger movement between eastbound and westbound boarding platforms, which will reduce the need for passengers to cross Wilshire Boulevard at street level. This could minimize the potential for passengers to perform illegal jaywalking maneuvers across Wilshire Boulevard when accessing the station. In addition, the Project and Cañon Drive Alternative are located at signalized intersections so pedestrians would be more likely to cross legally in crosswalks. 
	The study area roadway network is a relatively compact grid network, which generally allows for efficient pedestrian movement. Further, numerous pedestrian crossings exist adjacent to each of the North Portal alternatives, which provide pedestrians protected crossing facilities when accessing the station. Existing and proposed pedestrian crossings near each North Portal alternative are illustrated in the figure below and also described in more detail below.
	/
	Potential Future Signalized Crossings
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	The Project (Beverly Drive) portal is located on the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive. It is anticipated that most pedestrians will access the North Portal from destinations east and west of North Beverly Drive and north of Wilshire Boulevard, while some passengers transferring from bus services may need to access the station from bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard. It is assumed that passengers accessing the station by urban rail transfers would do so in the underground pedestrian facilities within the station itself.
	Pedestrian crosswalks are currently provided along all four legs of the intersections of Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard and Rodeo Drive, as well as on the north and west legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive. The presence of crosswalks on the north legs at each of these intersections allow passengers to access the portal from areas east and west of the station while walking on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard.
	North of the North Portal, a mid-block pedestrian crossing on North Beverly Drive (adjacent to Beverly Cañon Gardens) and crosswalks on all four legs of the intersection of Beverly Drive and Dayton Way provide pedestrian crossings for those accessing the North Portal from areas north of the station.
	Though passengers will be able to access both station platforms using the underground concourse described above, it is acknowledged that some may elect to cross Wilshire Boulevard at street level and utilize the southern portal. In these instances, passengers can use the crosswalks that traverse Wilshire Boulevard at the signalized intersections of Wilshire Boulevard and Rodeo Drive, Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive, Wilshire Boulevard and El Camino Drive, and Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive to access the station.
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	The Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative is located on the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive. It is anticipated that most pedestrians will access the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative from destinations east and west of Cañon Drive and north of Wilshire Boulevard, while some passengers transferring from bus services may need to access the station from bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard. 
	Pedestrian crosswalks are currently provided on the north and west legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive, on the west and south legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and South Cañon Drive, and on the north, west, and south legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Crescent Drive. The presence of crosswalks on the north legs at each of these intersections allow passengers to access the North Portal from areas east and west of the station while walking on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard. 
	North of the North Portal, the intersection of Cañon Drive and Clifton Way would be signalized with pedestrian crosswalks on each of the three intersection legs. A mid-block pedestrian crossing also exists on Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way, adjacent to Beverly Cañon Gardens. The presence of these crossings on Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard provide pedestrian crossings for those accessing the North Portal from areas north of the station.
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative 
	The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative is located on Wilshire Boulevard at the corner of Cañon Drive and Wilshire Boulevard. It is anticipated that most pedestrians will access the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative from destinations east and west of Cañon Drive and north of Wilshire Boulevard, while some passengers transferring from bus services may need to access the station from bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard. 
	Similar to the Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative, the intersection of Cañon Drive and Clifton Way would be signalized with pedestrian crosswalks on each of the three intersection legs. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the adjacent signalized intersections and a mid-block pedestrian crossing is provided on Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way, adjacent to Beverly Cañon Gardens. Additionally, the intersection of Crescent Drive and Clifton Way was recently signalized with pedestrian crosswalks on all four legs of the intersection. The presence of multiple pedestrian crossings on Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard provide pedestrian crossings for those accessing the portal from areas north of the North Portal.
	Response PT-42
	The commenter stated their opinion regarding the walking distance and associated travel time to reach the Business Triangle. As such, the following walk times have been calculated to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection. Each calculation includes the estimated travel time underground from the subway platform to the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection assuming an average walking speed of 3.5 miles-per-hour, an escalator moving speed of 1.6 miles-per-hour, and no dwell time to wait for street crossings. 
	 Beverly Drive Alternative: 4.0 minutes
	 Cañon Drive Alternative: 5.9 minutes
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: 6.3 minutes
	Response PT-43
	The commenter stated their opinion regarding the comparison of underground walking distances between the main station and all alternatives, as well as the potential influence of an underground moving walkway between the south portal and the Project and both alternatives on a person’s decision to remain underground. The Project would provide the shortest path of travel to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection, while the Cañon Drive Alternative and the main station would provide a similar length of travel, and the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would provide the longest length of travel. Additionally, please refer to Response PT-42 for further details on the individual travel times of the three alternatives to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection. 
	Regarding an underground moving walkway between the south portal and the three project alternatives, riders of the subway arriving at this station would exit the train, travel by stair, escalator, or elevator to a concourse level underneath Wilshire Boulevard at which point they would make a decision to exit to the south or north. The greatest influence on a person’s travel decision at this point will be their ultimate end destination and the shortest travel time to arrive there. As indicated in Response PT-42, the Project has the shortest travel time to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection. A moving walkway may speed up a person’s travel time or make travel easier if they used it and did not walk at the same time, however, since the Project has the shortest travel time even without a moving walkway, it best aligns with the commenter’s statement to keep people underground as they traverse to the business triangle north of Wilshire Boulevard. 
	Response PT-44
	The comment is requesting additional information about the potential impacts to the alley west of Beverly Drive due to loading activity if the North Portal was constructed on the Beverly Drive site. The alley west of North Beverly Drive provides commercial loading for businesses on the east side of Rodeo Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way and business on the west side of North Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way. The alley operates one-way in the northbound direction with vehicles entering from Wilshire Boulevard and exiting onto Dayton Way. The alley provides approximately 20-feet of clearance for vehicle travel. The alley has red striping on both sides along with signage that says “No Parking Fire Lane” to maintain the 20-foot clearance for emergency access and emergency response vehicles. The alley provides access to private parking garages and loading docks that are located within the adjacent buildings on both sides of the alley. Besides the loading dock areas that are designated for specific buildings, no parking or additional right-of-way is available for public access. Due to the limited right-of-way available in the alley, allowing pick-up/drop-off activity to occur in the alley would disrupt existing operations and could impeded emergency vehicle access. As such, the North Portal design alternatives do not utilize the adjacent alleys for potential pick-up/drop-off locations. Additional signage can be placed in the alley to indicate that it should not be used for passenger loading activity, along with additional enforcement to promote compliance. Please refer to PT-35 for additional information regarding the alley.
	Response PT-45
	The commenter stated their opinion about that the 40-foot horizontal shaft included in the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. The Draft EIR includes conceptual design drawings for the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative which were designed to comply with Metro Station Design Standards. Metro describes the location of the shaft, and the requirement for this to be 40 feet away from station or portal openings. 
	Response PT-46
	The commenter expresses their opinion in that the Draft EIR does not include an analysis for economic impacts during potential street closures during project construction for all alternatives. Please see Response PT-11 above related to economic analysis, which will be provided to the City Council as part of the final decision making process.
	Response PT-47
	The commenter stated their opinion regarding the escalator width requirement under Metro Station Design Standards. The Draft EIR final conceptual design drawings included an escalator width of 4-feet which is a standard narrow stair width to provide space to circulate. 
	Response PT-48
	The commenter expresses that bike racks are not located at any of the station portal alternatives. Both the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative has the potential to include approximately 11 bicycle racks within the portal footprint, and the Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative may include up to 9 bicycle racks within the portal footprint. Bicycle racks would be located immediately adjacent to the portal entrance/exit at street-level. 
	Response PT-49
	The commenter clarified the specific clear width of the escalators for the proposed alternatives. The statement expressed that five-feet eight-inches is the space that all of the escalator equipment occupies; therefore, the stair width of the escalator would result in four feet, which is a fairly standard narrow width to provide a clear space to circulate. 
	Response PT-50
	The commenter is requesting additional information about changes in bus routes with Metro’s NextGen Plan. Please refer to Response PT-10 for additional information about the transit service changes anticipated by Metro’s NextGen Plan. 
	Response PT-51
	The commenter stated closing remarks for the public meeting. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
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	1.0 INTRODUCTION
	1.1 SUMMARY OF  THE PROPOSED PROJECT
	1.2 THE CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESS
	1.2.1 Notice of Preparation
	1.2.2 Notice of Availability and Draft EIR

	1.3 FINAL EIR
	1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR

	This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the City of Beverly Hills (City) to evaluate potential environmental effects that would result from development of the proposed Westside Purple Line Wilshire/Rodeo Station North Portal Project (Project). This EIR has been prepared in conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA) statutes (California Public Resources Code Section 2100 et. seq., as amended) and its implementing guidelines (California Code of Regulations., Title 14, Section 15000). The City is identified as the lead agency for the Project under CEQA. This Final EIR contains comments and responses to comments received on the Draft EIR, which was circulated for public review from August 21, 2020, to October 8, 2020. Revisions and clarifications to the Draft EIR made in response to comments and information received on the Draft EIR are listed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications. The comments and responses to comments are presented in Chapter 3, Response to Comments on the Draft EIR.
	The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) prepared the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Westside Subway Extension Project (now known as the Purple Line Extension Project) that was prepared in 2010 and certified in 2012. Upon evaluation of five station entrance alternatives for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station in the Draft EIS/EIR and supporting Alternatives Analysis Study, Metro and the FTA recommended a single preferred entrance for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station. The Final EIS/EIR for the Westside Subway Extension Project certified in May 2012, included the single preferred entrance. 
	In November 2017, the FTA issued a Supplemental EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for Section 2 of the Purple Line Extension Project, including a Supplemental Record of Decision. The Supplemental EIS stated that the Wilshire/Rodeo Station will be designed with a knockout panel, allowing for the development of a future station entrance on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard. Section 2 of the Purple Line Extension Project is currently under construction and is expected to begin operations in 2025.
	The Wilshire/Rodeo Station under construction within the City of Beverly Hills will have only one entrance on the southwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Reeves Drive, per the Final EIS/EIR. In 2018, the City approached Metro to provide a secondary entrance/exit on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard to deliver a convenient northern entrance/exit to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station and improved passenger access within the city.
	Three potential station entrance/exit locations have been identified on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard. For EIR analysis purposes, the “Project” (Beverly Drive) consists of a half portal entrance/exit on the west side of Beverly Drive, north of Wilshire Boulevard. Two alternative locations for a half portal are being analyzed as Project Alternatives, one located on the west side of Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard (Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative), and the second located on the construction staging yard established for the Section 2 project located along Wilshire Boulevard at the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and the alley between Cañon Drive and Crescent Drive (Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative).
	The City is considering each of the three potential station entrance/exit locations in this EIR. Additionally, an analysis of the No Project Alternative is included in the EIR pursuant to Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines. The No Project Alternative, the Project (Beverly Drive), Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative are analyzed with the same level of detail throughout this EIR, and include the following:
	No Project Alternative: Under the No Project Alternative, an entrance/exit to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard would not be constructed. Construction of the previously approved Purple Line Extension Project would still occur, and a knockout panel on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard that was included in the design of the Wilshire/Rodeo Station would be completed by Metro. In addition, planned municipal projects as shown in Table 2-1 (Related Projects) in Chapter 2 Project Description of the Draft EIR, would still be developed in the area. The only means of ingress and egress to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station would be at the currently proposed portal on the south side of Wilshire Boulevard at Reeves Drive.
	The Project (Beverly Drive): The Project would comprise a station portal entrance/exit within the existing ROW on the west side of North Beverly Drive, north of Wilshire Boulevard. The footprint of this alternative would be approximately 9,200 square feet and would extend from its connection to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station at Wilshire Boulevard to approximately 165 feet north along North Beverly Drive. 
	Three levels would be provided at the new entrance/exit. The street level would comprise the new station portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would be extended. The intermediate stairway landing level would consist of a landing area serving as a transition between stairways. The walkway or concourse level would consist of an open area with adequate space for passengers to ingress and egress from the stairway, escalator, and elevators. The open area would also include a Metro ticket purchasing area followed by a passageway or walkway leading to the fare and turnstile gates and then to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station walkway previously analyzed in the Purple Line Extension EIS/EIR. Other minor supporting elements or ancillary facilities would also be provided as needed. The construction of the Project would last 2.5 to 3.5 years.
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: The Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative would comprise a station portal entrance/exit within the existing ROW on the west side of Cañon Drive, north of Wilshire Boulevard. The footprint of this alternative would be approximately 8,100 square feet and would extend from its connection with the Wilshire/Rodeo Station at Wilshire Boulevard to approximately 195 feet north along North Cañon Drive. 
	Similar to the Project, the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative would include three levels. The street level would comprise the north portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would not be extended with this alternative. The intermediate stairway landing would consist of a landing area serving as a transition between stairways. The walkway or concourse level would consist of an open area with adequate space for passengers to ingress and egress from the stairway, escalator, and elevators. The open area would also include a Metro ticket purchasing area followed by a passageway or walkway leading to the fare and turnstile gates and then to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station walkway previously analyzed in the Purple Line Extension EIS/EIR. Other minor supporting elements or ancillary facilities would also be provided as needed. The construction of the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative would last 2.5 to 3.5 years.
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would comprise a station portal entrance/exit in the existing Cañon Drive construction staging yard established for the Section 2 Purple Line Extension project and the public sidewalk, on the northeast corner of Cañon Drive and Wilshire Boulevard. The footprint of this alternative would be approximately 3,800 square feet. 
	Similar to the Project and the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would include three levels. The street level would comprise the new station portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. Unlike the Project and the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, public restrooms (two separate stalls/rooms) could be provided on the street level with this alternative. Additionally, this alternative could have a second escalator if a small below-ground portion of the adjacent parcel to the west (Assessor Parcel Number 4343-005-004) were utilized. This would result in additional land needing to be acquired by the City. Adding a second escalator would require approximately 900 square feet of this parcel, with all of it below-ground, therefore, not increasing the surface square footage of this alternative. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would not be extended with this alternative. The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would include an approximately 52-foot-tall ventilation shaft at the southeastern corner of the site. This tunnel ventilation shaft is required by Metro to be at least 40 feet from openings such as station entrances or portals. Due to the limited space available on the site this cannot be achieved by separating the shaft opening horizontally. Instead the opening is raised, resulting in a vertical shaft structure that extends 40 feet above the portal, which would be 12 feet tall, in order to satisfy the Metro requirement. 
	The intermediate stairway landing level would consist of a landing area serving as a transition between stairways. The walkway or concourse level would consist of an open area with adequate space for passengers to enter and exit from the stairway, escalator, and elevators. The open area would also include a Metro ticket purchasing area followed by a passageway or walkway leading to the fare and turnstile gates and then to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station walkway previously analyzed in the Purple Line Extension EIS/EIR. Other minor supporting elements or ancillary facilities would also be provided as needed, including public restrooms. The construction of the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would last 2.5 to 3.5 years.
	CEQA requires preparation of an EIR when there is substantial evidence supporting a fair argument that a proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment. The purpose of an EIR is to provide decision makers, public agencies, and the general public with an objective and informational document that fully discloses the environmental effects of a proposed project. The EIR process is intended to facilitate the evaluation of potentially significant direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts of a proposed project, and to identify feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that might reduce or avoid the project’s significant effects. In addition, CEQA specifically requires that an EIR identify those adverse impacts determined to remain significant after the application of mitigation measures.
	In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed on September 5, 2019, to public agencies, interested organizations, members of the general public, and adjacent residents in the Project area. The purpose of the NOP was to provide notification that the City planned to prepare an EIR for the Project and Project Alternatives and to solicit input on the scope and content of the EIR. Approximately 25 written comment letters were received from various agencies, organizations, and individuals. The NOP and these comment letters are included in Appendix A to the Draft EIR. An Initial Study was not prepared for the Project, therefore all CEQA environmental topic areas were addressed in the EIR.
	A scoping meeting was held at Beverly Hills City Hall in Beverly Hills on September 19, 2019. The purpose of this meeting was to seek input from public agencies and the general public regarding the environmental issues and concerns that may potentially result from the Project and Project Alternatives to be addressed in the EIR. Approximately 45 people attended the public scoping meeting. Table 1-1 summarizes the public comments and questions that were received at the scoping meeting and during the public review period related to environmental and design issues:
	Table 11 Issues Raised by the Public and Agencies
	Where Comment Was Addressed in Draft EIR
	Environmental Comment/Request
	Commenter
	Agency Comments
	Section 3.3, Cultural/Tribal Resources
	Stated that the Project would be subject to compliance with Assembly Bills 52 and 18, and recommended consultation with California Native American tribes. In addition, recommendations were provided for the preparation of cultural resources assessments.
	State of California, Native American Heritage Commission
	Section 3.11, Transportation 
	Stated that the Project would not likely result in a direct adverse impact to existing State transportation facilities. Discussed possible design strategies for pedestrian and bicyclist safety. Also, stated that a Caltrans transportation permit would be required for the transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or use of oversized-transport vehicles.
	State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
	Section 3.2, Air Quality 
	Provided recommendations and guidelines for the technical air quality analysis of greenhouse gas required for the Project. Also, discussed potential mitigation strategies, consideration of alternatives, information on permitting, and data sources.
	Section 3.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
	South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
	Section 3.11, Transportation
	Provided general comments on SCAG’s role as a Regional Transportation Planning Agency. Provided information on the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), demographics and growth forecasts, and mitigation strategies. 
	Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
	Chapter 4, Other CEQA Required Discussions
	Public Comments
	Section 3.11, Transportation
	Any removal of a lane or reduction of a sidewalk on Cañon Drive could impact the flow of Cañon Drive, such an impact should be prevented.
	Section 3.11, Transportation
	Analyze and consider safe pedestrian and vehicle routes.
	Transportation
	Section 3.11, Transportation
	Consider analyzing impacts to businesses during construction.
	Section 3.11, Transportation
	Analyze permanent impacts to traffic and congestion.
	Section 3.11,
	Analyze potential pick-up/drop-off locations and first/last mile connections.
	Transportation
	Chapter 2, Project Description
	Analyze duration of construction and construction impacts.
	Chapter 3, Environmental Impact Analysis (construction impacts)
	Construction
	Chapter 2, Project Description
	Consider an additional alternative at the northeast corner of Cañon Drive and Wilshire Boulevard.
	Alternatives
	This EIR focuses on all potential environmental impacts, including those mentioned in comments received in response to the NOP. The issue areas analyzed in detail in this EIR include aesthetics/visual quality, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, mineral resources, noise and vibration, public services, transportation, tribal cultural resources, and utilities and service systems. Effects not requiring further analysis are addressed in Section 4.1 of Chapter 4, Other CEQA Required Discussions of the Draft EIR.
	The Draft EIR was circulated for 48 days for public review and comment, which included an additional 3 days over the standard 45-day public review period required in the CEQA Guidelines. The timeframe of the public review period was identified in the Notice of Availability attached to the Draft EIR, as well as on the City website. The public review period was conducted pursuant to CEQA and its implementing guidelines. The purpose of the public review period was to provide interested public agencies, organizations, and individuals the opportunity to comment on the contents and accuracy of the document. The Draft EIR and the Notice of Completion were distributed to the California Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse. A Notice of Availability (NOA) was distributed to relevant legislators, agencies, and community stakeholders, and individuals. The NOA informed them of where the Draft EIR could be reviewed and how to submit comments. Hard copies of the Draft EIR were not made available to the public for review at public repositories due to the ongoing public health crisis occurring in 2020 but were available by request. An electronic copy of the document was also posted online.
	A special City Council Meeting, which included a public meeting, was held during the Draft EIR public review period to solicit comments from interested parties on the content of the Draft EIR. Information regarding the public meeting was included in the NOA, which was widely distributed, as described above. The meeting was held virtually via videoconference due to the ongoing public health crisis, on September 16, 2020.
	This Final EIR contains comments and responses to comments received on the Draft EIR. Revisions and clarifications made in response to comments and information received on the Draft EIR are listed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications. The comments and responses to comments are presented in Chapter 3, Response to Comments on the Draft EIR.
	Prior to approval of one of the three portal locations, the City, as the lead agency and decision-making entity for the Project, is required to certify that this EIR has been completed in accordance with CEQA, that the EIR reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency, and that the information in this EIR has been considered during the review of the Project. CEQA also requires the City to adopt “findings” with respect to each significant environmental effect identified in the EIR (California Public Resources Code Section 21081; California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15091). For each significant effect, CEQA requires the approving agency to make one or more of the following findings:
	 Alterations have been made to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts identified in the Final EIR.
	 The responsibility to carry out such changes or alterations is under the jurisdiction of another agency.
	 Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.
	If the City concludes that the proposed project would result in significant effects that have been identified in this EIR but cannot be substantially lessened or avoided by feasible mitigation measures, it must adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” in order to approve the project (California Public Resources Code Section 21801[b]). Such statements are intended under CEQA to provide a means by which the lead agency balances, in writing, the benefits of the proposed project with the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts. Where the lead agency concludes that the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits outweigh the unavoidable environmental impacts, the lead agency may find such impacts “acceptable” and approve the proposed project.
	In addition, the City must also adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program describing the changes that were incorporated into the project or made a condition of approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment (California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6). The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is adopted at the time of project approval and is designed to ensure compliance during project implementation. Upon approval of one of the project alternatives, the lead agency will be responsible for the implementation of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
	This Final EIR is organized as follows:
	Chapter 1 (Introduction) provides a summary of the Project and Project Alternatives, an overview of the CEQA environmental review process, and a description of the organization of the Final EIR.
	Chapter 2 (Clarifications and Modifications) provides a detailed description of all clarifications and modifications that were made to the text or graphics of the Draft EIR. Clarifications and modifications reflect changes made to the Project and Project Alternatives, analysis, or mitigation due to editorial changes or as a result of a comment made by an agency or individual during the public review period. These clarifications and modifications do not constitute significant new information and do not change any of the conclusions of the document. This chapter also reflects changes necessary to combine the Draft EIR into this Final EIR.
	Chapter 3 (Response to Comments on the Draft EIR) provides a list of agencies, organizations, and individuals commenting on the Draft EIR, copies of the written and oral comments received during the Draft EIR public comment period, and the lead agency responses to those comments.
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	2.0 CLARIFICATIONS AND MODIFICATIONS
	The following clarifications and modifications are intended to update the Draft EIR in response to the comments received during the public review period. The following clarifications and modifications also show revisions made to convert the Draft EIR into this Final EIR; a single document that encompasses the final impact analysis for the proposed project. None of these revisions made to the Draft EIR have resulted in new significant impacts or mitigation measures, nor has the severity of an impact increased. None of the criteria for recirculation have been met.
	The changes to the Draft EIR are listed by page number, with reference to the section or paragraph number on that page as applicable. Text which has been removed is shown with a strikethrough line, while text that has been added is shown underlined.
	Page Clarification/Revision
	2-9 An addition has been made within Section 2.4.4, Surrounding Land Uses, of the Draft EIR based on the detailed existing subsurface easement information provided in Comment Letter No. 24 in Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR as follows below. Note that the easement information was provided by Holland & Knight, the law firm which represents the property owner of 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and 235-296 Beverly Drive. 
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	The Project site is located within the existing North Beverly Drive ROW and is bordered by the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel (formerly known as the Montage Beverly Hills Hotel) to the east, Bank of America Financial Centre offices to the southeast, Union Bank offices to the south, and Chase Bank Offices to the west. The MGM Studios building is located to the north of the Project site and the surrounding area is generally occupied by fitness centers, restaurants, and retail 
	establishments.
	The property owner of the Chase Bank Offices building (9465 Wilshire Boulevard) and adjacent properties avers that it holds an existing easement for the subsurface area beneath the Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard sidewalks, adjacent to the Project site. According to the property owner, the easement includes the sidewalk subsurface area, except for existing tree boxes and streetlight pole locations. The subsurface area is used for parking, as well as lateral support required for the existing subterranean parking garage associated with 9465 Wilshire Boulevard. 
	2-11 Additions have been made within Section 2.5.2, The Project (Beverly Drive), of the Draft EIR to clarify the number of bicycle racks that would be included with the Project as follows:
	 Also, additions in the same subsection and page have been made based on the detailed existing subsurface easement information provided in Comment Letter No. 24 in Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR as follows below. The easement information was provided by Holland & Knight, the law firm which represents the property owner of 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and 235-296 Beverly Drive. The City and project team have analyzed the information provided and have confirmed that encroachment onto the existing easement would not occur and would be avoided during the detailed design phase. 
	As shown in Figure 2-5, three levels would be provided at the new entrance/exit. As shown on Figure 2-5, the street level would comprise the new station portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would be extended. The Project would impact a total of five existing street trees. Four trees located on the west side of Beverly Drive would require relocation within the site, and one tree would be permanently removed and potentially relocated elsewhere in the area as feasible. Other new landscaping may be provided with the Project. Three on-street parking spaces would be permanently removed along the west side of Beverly Drive, and six on-street parking spaces would be permanently removed along the east side of Beverly Drive. The Project would require removal of the majority of the southbound right-turn pocket on the west side of Beverly Drive, just north of Wilshire Boulevard. The proposed configuration of the Project would consist of one through lane and one shared through-right-turn lane on the southbound Beverly Drive approach. Therefore, two southbound travel lanes would be maintained, as well as two northbound travel lanes. Up to 11 new bicycle racks could be installed adjacent to the portal on the street level.
	The intermediate stairway landing level would consist of a landing area serving as a transition between stairways. The walkway or concourse level shown on Figure 2-7 would consist of an open area with adequate space for passengers to ingress and egress from the stairway, escalator, and elevators. The open area would also include a Metro ticket purchasing area followed by a passageway or walkway leading to the fare and turnstile gates and then to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station walkway previously analyzed in the Purple Line Extension EIS/EIR. Other minor supporting elements or ancillary facilities would also be provided as needed. In addition, encroachment onto the existing subsurface easement associated with the adjacent building located at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard would not occur and would be avoided during the detailed design phase.
	2-11 Additions have been made within Section 2.5.3, Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, of the Draft EIR to clarify the number of bicycle racks that would be included with this alternative as follows: 
	Similar to the Project, and as shown on Figure 2-8, the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative would include three levels. As shown on Figure 2-9, the street level would comprise the north portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would not be extended with this alternative. Five trees located on the west side of Cañon Drive would be permanently removed, and potentially relocated elsewhere in the area as feasible. Three on-street parking spaces would be permanently removed along the west side of Cañon Drive, and eight on-street parking spaces would be permanently removed along the east side of Cañon Drive. No traffic lanes would require permanent removal. Therefore, the two southbound right-turn and left-turn travel lanes would be maintained, as well as two northbound travel lanes. Up to 9 new bicycle racks could be installed adjacent to the portal on the street level. 
	2-13 A minor revision was made on Figure 2-6 Project (Beverly Drive) Street Level Plan located in Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, of the Draft EIR based on the detailed existing subsurface easement information provided in Comment Letter No. 24 in Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR as follows:
	/
	Figure 2-6 Project (Beverly Drive) Street Level Plan [Previous Version]
	Figure 2-6 Project (Beverly Drive) Street Level Plan [Revised Version]
	2-14 A minor revision was made on Figure 2-7 Project (Beverly Drive) Concourse Level Plan located in Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, of the Draft EIR based on the detailed existing subsurface easement information provided in Comment Letter No. 24 in Chapter 3, Response to Comments, of this Final EIR.
	/
	Figure 2-7 Project (Beverly Drive) Concourse Level Plan [Previous Version]
	/
	Figure 2-7 Project (Beverly Drive) Concourse Level Plan [Revised Version]
	2-17 Additions have been made within Section 2.5.4, Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, of the Draft EIR to clarify the number of bicycle racks that would be included with this alternative as follows:
	As shown on Figure 2-12, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative street level would comprise the new station portal entrance/exit, including two elevators, one stairway, and one “up” escalator. Unlike the Project and the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, public restrooms (two separate stalls/rooms) would be provided on the street level with this alternative. A covered canopy would also be located above the portal on the street level, which would be enclosed by a translucent glass exterior. The portal would be 12 feet tall on the street level. The adjacent sidewalk would not be extended with this alternative and no permanent traffic lane closures would be required. In addition, removal of on-street parking spaces or street trees would not be required with this alternative. The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would also include an approximately 52-foot-tall ventilation shaft at the southeastern corner of the site. This tunnel ventilation shaft is required by Metro to be at least 40 feet from openings such as station entrances or portals. Due to the limited space available on the site this cannot be achieved by separating the shaft opening horizontally. Instead the opening is raised, resulting in a vertical shaft structure that extends 40 feet above the portal, which would be 12 feet tall, in order to satisfy the Metro requirement. Up to 11 new bicycle racks could be installed adjacent to the portal on the street level. 
	3.10-4  A clarification has been made within Section 3.10.1, Noise – Regulatory Setting, regarding buildings that may be extremely susceptible to vibration damage as follows: 
	The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published relevant guidance for assessing potential building damage associated with construction activity. According to the FTA, non-engineered timber and masonry buildings can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.2 inches per second without experiencing structural damage. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage (e.g., fragile historic buildings) can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.12 inches per second without experiencing structural damage.
	3.10-10 An addition has been made within Section 3.10.2, Noise – Methodology and CEQA Thresholds, regarding construction vibration equipment assumptions as follows: 
	Vibration
	Potential vibration impacts are evaluated by predicting the construction vibration value (PPV or Lv) from specific pieces of construction equipment at receiver distances and comparing that value to the appropriate potential damage threshold. The construction vibration analysis assumes that all piling would be pre-augured (pre-drilled) rather than driven with an impact or vibratory pile driver. Pre-augured piling is less invasive and vibratory as compared to pile driving with an impact or vibratory pile driver. 
	3.10-23-24 A text clarification and clarification on Table 3.10-11 has been made within Section 3.10.4, Noise – Impact Evaluation, under Impact NOI-2 related to construction vibration impacts as follows: 
	Table 3.1011 Predicted Ground-borne Vibration Levels
	Threshold
	PPV
	PPVref(in/sec)
	Distance(feet)a
	Nearest Structure
	Impact?
	(in/sec)
	(in/sec)
	Project/Alternative
	Chase Bank Building
	No
	0.3
	0.16
	0.089
	17
	The Project
	Citibank Building
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	No
	0.3
	0.19
	0.089
	15
	AKA Hotel Garage
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative
	No
	0.3
	0.11
	0.089
	22
	Source: AECOM 2020
	Notes: a Distance is measured from building footprint to the nearest vibratory source or vibratory equipment within the construction site (i.e., nearest pre-augured pile location). Measured using conceptual construction drawings provided in the Constructability Reports for the Project and Project Alternatives, provided by Metro in 2019. 
	As shown in Table 3.1011, peak construction vibration levels for the construction of the Project and Project Alternatives would not exceed the 0.3 PPV vibration damage significance thresholds. In addition, the entire construction process would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the Section 2 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which is currently in place between the City and Metro. The MOA requires limitation of the use of vibratory equipment, requires avoidance of certain equipment or methods completely, and outlines use of a vibration monitor to verify compliance. Applicable measures related to vibration would be implemented in accordance with the MOA. Therefore, construction impacts related to the generation of excessive ground-borne vibration would be less than significant. 
	3.10-25 A minor addition has been made within Section 3.10.5, Noise – Mitigation Measures, regarding construction noticing to commercial uses as part of Mitigation Measures NOI-G and NOI-H as follows: 
	NOI-G: Construction Notice: The construction contractor shall provide a construction notice to residents and commercial properties within 1,000 feet of the construction site. The construction site notice shall include job site address, permit number, name and phone number of the contractor and owner or owner’s agent, hours of construction allowed by the code or any discretionary approval for the site, and the City telephone number where violations can be reported. The notice will also include the phone number of the noise disturbance coordinator.
	NOI-H: Construction Phase Noticing: The construction contractor shall provide construction update notices to residences and commercial properties within 1,000 feet of the construction site upon the initiation of each major construction phase (site preparation, drilling, etc.) and shall include the anticipated equipment to be used and duration of the construction phase.
	3.12-9-11  Clarifications, editorial changes, and alterations were made within the existing conditions discussion related to public transit service located in Section 3.12 Transportation, Subsection 3.12.3 Existing Conditions, including minor revisions to Figure 3.12-2 Existing Public Transit Service as a result of comments received on the Draft EIR, as follows: 
	Public Transit Service
	Several transit lines operate within the study area with service provided by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). Metro made minor route adjustments temporarily relocated toLine 14 to Beverly Drive and reduced the number of stops along the route in conjunction with the advanced utility work being conducted for the Metro Purple Line construction project and the closure of North Cañon Drive at Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, Metro relocated several bus stops in the area due to on-going construction activities on Wilshire Boulevard in January 2018. The bus stops were relocated outside of the Metro Purple Line construction zone with the new eastern bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard between Rexford Drive and Crescent Drive and the new western bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard between Camden Drive and Rodeo Drive. 
	Existing public transit service is shown on Figure 3.122. Metro is currently preparing the NextGen Bus Plan with the goal of implementing a new bus network in Los Angeles County by 2021 that would be more relevant and reflective of local and regional travel needs. Some of the existing routes in Beverly Hills may be modified as a result of the NextGen Bus Plan. A summary of proposed changes identified in the NextGen Bus Plan within the study area are included below for informational purposes only.
	Metro Line 4 provides service between downtown Los Angeles and the City of Santa Monica. The service route primarily travels along Santa Monica Boulevard connecting the communities of Los Angeles, West Hollywood, Beverly Hills, Century City, West Los Angeles, and Santa Monica. 
	  Line 4 is a local service bus and has frequent stops along North Santa Monica Boulevard in Beverly Hills. Within the study area, both eastbound and westbound buses travel through the City of Beverly Hills along North Santa Monica Boulevard. Service is provided approximately every ten to fifteen minutes Monday through Saturday and approximately every twenty minutes on Sunday.
	Metro Line 14 provides service between downtown Los Angeles and the City of Beverly Hills. Currently, the The service route primarily travels along Beverly Boulevard connecting the communities of Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Park La Brea, Fairfax Village, West Hollywood, and Beverly Hills. 
	Line 14 is a local service bus and has frequent stops along Beverly Drive in Beverly Hills. Most stops are approximately one to two blocks apart. Within the study area, eastbound buses travel through the City of Beverly Hills by traveling in a northbound direction on Beverly Drive, making a right-turn onto North Santa Monica Boulevard, and then a right-turn onto Beverly Boulevard. Buses traveling in the westbound direction through the City travel west along Beverly Boulevard, make a left-turn onto North Santa Monica Boulevard, and a left-turn onto North
	/
	    Figure 3.122 Existing Public Transit Service [Previous and Revised Versions]
	  Beverly Drive. Service is provided approximately every fifteen minutes on weekdays and approximately every twenty minutes on weekends.
	As proposed by the Metro NextGen Bus Plan, Line 14 would continue east/west bus service on Beverly Boulevard from downtown Los Angeles to a future terminus at San Vicente Boulevard in the City of West Hollywood. Approximately 16 route stops for Line 14 would be eliminated in the City of Beverly Hills, including stops at Wilshire Boulevard, Charleville Boulevard, Gregory Way and Olympic Boulevard. 
	Alternatively, Metro planning staff proposes extending new Line 617, which would replace Metro Line 17 on Robertson Boulevard, to continue service into the City of Beverly Hills via Burton Way and Beverly Drive. Line 617 would operate north/south service on Robertson Boulevard between a new mini-transit hub located at Cedars Sinai Hospital to the Expo Station on Venice Boulevard, and continue west through Beverly Hills. Line 617 would operate every 45 minutes on weekdays and every 60 minutes on weekends.
	Metro Line 16/316 provides service between downtown Los Angeles and the City of Century City. Currently, theThe service route primarily travels along 3rd Third Street, Burton Way, and North Santa Monica Boulevard connecting the communities of Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Park La Brea, Beverly Grove, West Hollywood, Beverly Hills, and Century City. 
	In Beverly Hills, Lines 16 and 316 provide overlapping local bus service with frequent stops along Burton Way and North Santa Monica Boulevard. Most stops are approximately one to two blocks apart. Within the study area, eastbound buses travel through the City of Beverly Hills by traveling in a northbound direction on North Santa Monica Boulevard, making a right-turn onto South Crescent Drive, and then a left-turn onto Burton Way. Buses traveling in the westbound direction through the City travel west along Burton Way, make a right-turn onto North Cañon Drive, and then a left-turn onto North Santa Monica Boulevard. Within the City of Beverly Hills, service is provided approximately every ten minutes on weekdays by Line 16/316 and approximately every thirty minutes on weekends by Line 16.
	The Metro NextGen Bus Plan proposes discontinuing Line 16/316 bus service west of San Vicente Boulevard. Bus service would continue east/west on Third Street between West Hollywood and downtown Los Angeles at 6 to 10 minute frequencies. A total of 14 route stops for Line 16 would be eliminated in the City of Beverly Hills on Burton Way and North Santa Monica Boulevard. The aforementioned extension of Metro Line 617 would provide service on Burton Way every 45 minutes on weekdays and every 60 minutes on weekends. 
	Metro Line 20 provides local service between downtown Los Angeles and the City of Santa Monica with service along Wilshire Boulevard. The route travels along Wilshire Boulevard connecting the communities of Beverly Hills, Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Park La Brea, Santa Monica, UCLA, West Los Angeles, and Westwood. Line 20 is a local service bus and has frequent bus stops along Wilshire Boulevard. Most stops are approximately one to two blocks apart. Service is provided every fifteen to twenty minutes on weekdays and twenty minutes on weekends. 
	Metro Rapid Line 704 provides an express service between downtown Los Angeles and the City of Santa Monica with principal service along Wilshire Boulevard as part of Metro’s Rapid network. The line travels along N. Santa Monica Boulevard connecting the communities of downtown Los Angeles, Echo Park, Silver Lake, West Hollywood, Beverly Hills, Century City, Westwood, West Los Angeles, and Santa Monica. Bus service along North Santa Monica Boulevard in Beverly Hills is approximately every fifteen minutes on weekdays and twenty to twenty-five minutes on weekends. 
	Metro Rapid Line 720 provides an express service between East Los Angeles and the City of Santa Monica with principal service along Wilshire Boulevard as part of Metro’s Rapid network. The line travels along Wilshire Boulevard connecting the communities of Beverly Hills, Boyle Heights, Brentwood, Commerce, downtown Los Angeles, East Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Koreatown, Park La Brea, Santa Monica, and Westwood. Bus service along Wilshire Boulevard is approximately every five to ten minutes on weekdays and every ten minutes on weekends. 
	Antelope Valley 786 provides commuter service between Lancaster/Palmdale to Century City/West Los Angeles with service along Santa Monica Boulevard and Wilshire Boulevard. It travels along Santa Monica Boulevard connecting the communities of Westwood, Century City, and Beverly Hills, and along Wilshire Boulevard connecting the communities of Los Angeles, Hancock Park, Park La Brea, and Hollywood. Line 786 is a commuter service bus running only during peak hours on weekdays with service every twenty minutes to thirty minutes.
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	3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
	3.1 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED THAT ADDRESS ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES RAISED IN THE EIR
	3.2 RESPONSES TO ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT DRAFT EIR PUBLIC MEETING

	The Draft EIR was distributed for public review on August 21, 2020 through October 8, 2020, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. A total of 35 comment letters and emails were received. In addition, verbal comments were received during the Draft EIR public meeting. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), “the lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” This chapter provides response to written environmental comments received during and after the public comment period, as well as oral environmental comments received during the Draft EIR public meeting. 
	This chapter is organized into two parts: 1) responses to written comments received during the public review period, and 2) responses to oral comments received at the Draft EIR public meeting. Written responses are presented for all comment letters received during and after the public review period, starting with comment letters from agencies and organizations, followed by the comment letters from individuals. The responses to the oral comments received at the Draft EIR public meeting are provided at the end of this chapter. 
	Each letter has been assigned a number code, and individual comments in each letter have also been coded to facilitate responses. For example, the letter from State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is identified at Comment Letter 20, with comments noted as 20-1, 20-2, etc. Copies of each comment letter are provided prior to each response. The comment letters are organized chronologically. Comments that present opinions about the project or that raise issues not directly related to the substance of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR are noted but, in accordance with CEQA, are not required to receive a detailed response. In response to some of the comments received, the text of the EIR has been revised. Refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications, for a list of these changes.
	Table 3-1List of Comment Letters on Draft EIR

	Page # of Response
	Letter No.
	Date of Letter
	Agency/Organization/Individual
	3-4
	August 24, 2020
	Gross, Josh
	1
	3-6
	August 29, 2020
	Hagenburger, Duke
	2
	3-9
	August 29, 2020
	York, Melinda
	3
	3-13
	September 2, 2020
	Balson, Bernice
	4
	3-15
	September 15, 2020
	Savenick, Phil
	5
	3-17
	September 19, 2020
	Skirmuntt, Christine
	6
	3-19
	September 19, 2020
	Ford, Michael
	7
	3-22
	September 24, 2020
	Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson
	8
	3-25
	September 24, 2020
	Goldstine, Josh
	9
	3-27
	September 25, 2020
	Bernstein, Paul
	10
	3-29
	September 27, 2020
	Steger, Donna
	11
	3-31
	September 27, 2020
	Bernstein, Lee
	12
	3-34
	September 29, 2020
	Cipollini, Matthew
	13
	3-37
	September 29, 2020
	Molina, Alexandra
	14
	3-39
	September 29, 2020
	Traconis, Eric
	15
	3-41
	September 29, 2020
	Molina, Laure
	16
	3-43
	September 29, 2020
	Bonert, Michael 
	17
	3-45
	September 29, 2020
	Bonert, Vivien
	18
	The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce
	3-48
	September 29, 2020
	19
	Signed: Todd Johnson
	State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
	3-51
	October 1, 2020
	20
	Signed: Miya Edmonson
	Il Fornaio Restaurant
	3-53
	October 1, 2020
	21
	Signed: Maria D’auria
	3-55
	October 5, 2020
	Lorin, Jeannette
	22
	Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
	3-57
	October 5, 2020
	23
	Signed: Shine Ling, AICP
	Holland & Knight LLP (on behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP
	3-70
	October 6, 2020
	24
	Signed: Ryan Leaderman
	The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills
	3-82
	October 6, 2020
	25
	Signed: Dennis Overstreet
	3-85
	October 6, 2020
	Mashoudy, Harry
	26
	3-88
	October 6, 2020
	Mashoudy, Kayla
	27
	3-91
	October 7, 2020
	Mashoudy, Daniela
	28
	3-94
	October 7, 2020
	Savenick, Phil
	29
	3-97
	October 8, 2020
	Jazzabi, Monica
	30
	3-100
	October 8, 2020
	Anderson, Robert S. 
	31
	3-103
	October 8, 2020
	Norton, Rose
	32
	3-106
	October 8, 2020
	Beverly Hills Historical Society 
	33
	3-109
	October 8, 2020
	Reis, Stephen
	34
	Brickstar Capital, LLC
	3-111
	October 8, 2020
	35
	Signed: David Mirharooni
	Insert Comment Letter 1 
	Gross, Josh (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 1: Gross, Josh
	Response 1-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the overall purpose of the project but does not specify which alternative is preferred. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 2 
	Hagenburger, Duke (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 2: Hagenburger, Duke
	Response 2-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), due to its proximity to the Business Triangle and for its potential to broaden user access. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, the Project site is located within the existing North Beverly Drive public right-of-way (ROW) and is bordered by the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel (formerly known as the Montage Beverly Hills Hotel) to the east, Bank of America Financial Centre offices to the southeast, Union Bank offices to the south, and Chase Bank Offices to the west. The MGM Studios building is located to the north of the Project site and the surrounding area is generally occupied by fitness centers, restaurants, and retail establishments. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 3 
	York, Melinda (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 3 
	York, Melinda (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 3: York, Melinda
	Response 3-1
	The commenter expresses their opposition to any development in the project area, expressing that any digging would impact the land and soil. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, “the site for the Project and Project Alternatives is generally level, which limits the potential for substantial soil erosion. The grading and excavation phase when soils are exposed has the highest potential for erosion. However, the use of standard construction [Best Management Practice] BMPs on the construction site, as required by [Beverly Hills Municipal Code] BHMC Section 9-4-507 (City of Beverly Hills 2019a), would reduce any potentially significant soil erosion impacts. Such BMPs include use of plastic coverings on unprotected areas to eliminate erosion; removal of any sediments tracked offsite by construction vehicles; and use of temporary sediment barriers where necessary. With implementation of these BMPs, construction impacts related to soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be less than significant.” In addition, the Draft EIR includes mitigation requiring a geotechnical exploration to be completed and requires construction methods to be used to reduce potential settlement. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-3
	The commenter expresses that the current Purple Line has resulted in the destruction of existing buildings. The Purple Line Extension went through its own environmental process, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012, which includes more details on how the ROW was evaluated. As described in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative would be constructed within the City’s ROW along Beverly and Canon Drives, and the Canon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be constructed within the current staging yard site for the construction of the Wilshire/Rodeo Station. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-4
	The commenter expresses that the current Purple Line subway has threatened public safety in regard to crime and vandalism. The Purple Line Extension went through its own environmental process, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012, and includes more details on how public safety was evaluated. Public safety is not a required area of analysis under CEQA. However, the Draft EIR does analyze the demand the project may have on public services (police and fire department). None of the alternative locations would have a significant impact on public services, as explained in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-5
	The commenter expresses that the current Purple Line subway has threatened public safety in regard to homelessness. The Purple Line Extension went through its own environmental process, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012, and includes more details on how public safety was evaluated. Public safety is not a required area of analysis under CEQA. However, the Draft EIR does analyze the demand the project may have on public services (police and fire department). None of the alternative locations would have a significant impact on public services, as explained in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-6
	The commenter reiterates their opposition specifically to the Project (Beverly Drive), specifying that commuters can walk and do not need an additional portal and that the current Purple Line lacks parking. As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, one of the primary purposes of the project is to provide direct access from the north side of Wilshire Boulevard to the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line Station. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-7
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be the only location the commenter may support. They further state that nevertheless, this location has threatened local business. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be constructed within the current construction staging yard site for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station. Furthermore, if the north entrance/exit construction is awarded to the current Section 2 project contractor, then construction of this alternative would need to be sequenced around their existing work as the new station portal on this site would use a significant portion of this already constrained yard. If the north entrance/exit construction is not awarded to the current Section 2 project contractor, then the work would have to wait until the contractor is finished with the site. A dedicated lane closure on Wilshire Boulevard is assumed. In addition, a full closure on Cañon Drive or use of the parcel adjacent and west of the staging yard site would offset a loss of space in the yard. The construction area would be enclosed by noise barrier fences on all sides. 
	Response 3-8
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the project would cause an earthquake hazard, and that it is not a desirable use of City funds. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, “no active faults are known to cross the Project or Project Alternatives footprints. With compliance with the CBC and UBC regulations, the Project or the Project Alternatives would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. The Project and Project Alternatives are located within the seismically active southern California region, and like all locations within the area, is subject to strong seismic ground shaking. The Project and Project Alternatives would be designed and constructed in accordance with the latest version of the applicable federal, state, and local codes relative to seismic criteria, including the [Uniform Building Code] UBC, [California Building Code] CBC, and City Policy for Site-Specific Seismic Fault Investigations. The impact to people, buildings, or structures on the project site from strong seismic ground shaking would be reduced by the required conformance with applicable building codes and accepted engineering practices. With compliance with existing regulations, construction impacts as a result of strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.” As to use of City funding, this portion of the comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 4 
	Balson, Bernice (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 4: Balson, Bernice
	Response 4-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically for its proximity to commercial uses and Rodeo Drive. As described in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the Project (Beverly Drive) would be located within the ROW on Beverly Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard, which is a key thoroughfare providing a northwest to southeast travelling route through the City of Beverly Hills. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 5
	Savenick, Phil (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 5: Savenick, Phil
	Response 5-1
	The commenter states their opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate in that it does not address public safety in regard to any of the alternative locations. Public safety is not a required area of analysis under CEQA. However, the Draft EIR does analyze the demand the project may have on public services (police and fire department). None of the alternative locations would have a significant impact on public services, as explained in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 6 
	Skirmuntt, Christine (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 6: Skirmuntt, Christine
	Response 6-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifying that the portal should be in a commercial zone and in the closest proximity to Rodeo Drive. As described in Section 2.5, Project Alternatives of the Draft EIR, the Project site is located within the existing North Beverly Drive ROW and is bordered by the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel (formerly known as the Montage Beverly Hills Hotel) to the east, Bank of America Financial Centre offices to the southeast, Union Bank offices to the south, and Chase Bank Offices to the west. The MGM Studios building is located to the north of the Project site and the surrounding area is generally occupied by fitness centers, restaurants, and retail establishments. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 6-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, stating that this location is undesirable and close to residential uses. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative is located within the existing North Cañon Drive ROW and is immediately bordered by the Bank of the West office to the west, and Coldwell Banker Real Estate Offices and Spago to the east. On the opposite side of Wilshire Boulevard, East West Bank offices are located to the southeast of this site and US Bank Offices and carpark to the south. These offices provide leased office space to multiple businesses. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 7 
	Ford, Michael (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 7: Ford, Michael
	Response 7-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifying that the portal should not be adjacent to residential uses but should be in close proximity to Rodeo Drive. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 8
	Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 8 
	Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 8: Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson
	Response 8-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that this location would best serve the business district. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 9 
	Goldstine, Josh (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 9 
	Goldstine, Josh (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 9: Goldstine, Josh
	Response 9-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that this location would best serve the business district. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 10 
	Bernstein, Paul (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 10: Bernstein, Paul
	Response 10-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that the alternatives would not be located at a desirable distance. Please refer to Response 61 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 11 
	Steger, Donna (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 11: Steger, Donna
	Response 11-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive) due to its proximity to Rodeo Drive. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 12 
	Bernstein, Lee (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 12: Bernstein, Lee
	Response 12-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive) due to its proximity to Rodeo Drive and the business district. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 13 
	Cipollini, Matthew (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 13 
	Cipollini, Matthew (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 13: Cipollini, Matthew
	Response 13-1
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Purple Line stations in Beverly Hills. The Purple Line Extension project conducted a separate environmental analysis to determine the locations of the proposed stations, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-2
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would threaten public safety in regard to crime. Please refer to Response 3-4 which discusses public safety as it relates to the project alternatives. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-3
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would negatively impact population density and that increased pedestrian activity would result in traffic congestion. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 4.3, Growth Inducement, “the fundamental purpose of the Project and Project Alternatives is to provide an entrance/exit to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard thereby delivering improved and direct public access to the Beverly Hills Business Triangle, a prime local and regional destination, and a key hub for tourism, shopping, and dining experiences. The Project and Project Alternatives are expected to improve pedestrian and vehicle access by minimizing pedestrian crossings from the southern to northern sides of Wilshire Boulevard. An increase in Metro Purple Line Extension ridership that would induce growth is not expected to occur as a result of the implementation of the Project and Project Alternatives because a viable station portal would exist on the south side of Wilshire Boulevard. The Project and Project Alternatives would not include the construction of any residential uses or other uses that would result in an increase in the population. Therefore, the Project and Project Alternatives would not result in a direct significant growth-inducing impact related to population.” Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-4
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would negatively impact the environment as it would be an earthquake hazard as well as a methane gas hazard. The Westside Subway Extension Final EIS/EIR identified areas near the Wilshire/Fairfax Station that exhibit high risk methane zones, which would result in significant impacts. However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-5 and GEO-6, impacts related to methane gas exposure would be reduced to less than significant. During construction, gas monitoring and detection systems and alarms will be installed, as well as ventilation equipment to dissipate gas to safe levels according to Metro’s current design criteria and Cal/OSHA standards for a safe work environment. In addition, tunnels and stations will be designed to provide a redundant protection system against gas intrusion hazards. The primary protection from hazardous gases during operations is provided by the physical barriers (tunnel and station liner membranes) that keep gas out of tunnels and stations.
	As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, “no active faults are known to cross the Project or Project Alternatives footprints. With compliance with the CBC and UBC regulations, the Project or the Project Alternatives would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. The Project and Project Alternatives are located within the seismically active southern California region, and like all locations within the area, is subject to strong seismic ground shaking. The Project and Project Alternatives would be designed and constructed in accordance with the latest version of the applicable federal, state, and local codes relative to seismic criteria, including the [Uniform Building Code] UBC, [California Building Code] CBC, and City Policy for Site-Specific Seismic Fault Investigations. The impact to people, buildings, or structures on the project site from strong seismic ground shaking would be reduced by the required conformance with applicable building codes and accepted engineering practices. With compliance with existing regulations, construction impacts as a result of strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.” Additionally, and as discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, methane “is the main component of natural gas and is associated with agricultural practices and landfills.” The Project and Project Alternatives would not include such uses; further, the Project and Project Alternatives were not found to potentially emit methane during construction or operation, thus falling below permissible threshold and thus not having an impact on the environment. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-5
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would negatively impact the environment as it would increase noise pollution in the community once in operation. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.10, Noise, “the operational components of the Project and Project Alternatives would not include any significant aboveground noise sources. Any noise generated by operational aboveground components such as entrances to stairwells, escalators, and elevators would be below existing ambient noise levels. In addition, the Project and Project Alternatives are not anticipated to generate additional vehicle traffic that would add substantially to the ambient noise levels in the [Resource Study Area] RSA. Therefore, impacts related to operational noise would be less than significant. Any subway-related noise occurring would not be attributable to the Project or Project Alternatives, but to other adjacent Metro operations that would occur regardless of whether the Project or Project Alternatives are constructed.” Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-6
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would degrade the value of homes in the community. As mentioned previously, the Purple Line Extension project completed a separate analysis which was certified in May 2012 and includes the analysis of potential project impacts on surrounding communities. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Insert Comment Letter 14
	Molina, Alexandra (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 14: Molina, Alexandra
	Response 14-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for details on the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 14-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, specifically stating that this location is too close to residential uses and therefore poses a threat to public safety. Please refer to Response 3-4 which discusses public safety as it relates to the project alternatives. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 14-3
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically stating that its close proximity to the business district is desirable. Please refer to Response 2-1 which discuss the Project location and proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 15 
	Traconis, Eric (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 15: Traconis, Eric
	Response 15-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 which discuss the Project location and proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 15-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, specifically stating that this location is too close to residential uses and therefore poses a threat to public safety. Please refer to Response 3-4 for information regarding public safety. This comment does not state a specific about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 15-3
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically stating that its close proximity to the business district is desirable. Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 16 
	Molina, Laure (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 16: Molina, Laure
	Response 16-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 16-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, specifically stating that this location is too close to residential uses and therefore poses a threat to public safety. Please refer to Response 3-4 for information on public safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 16-3
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically stating that its close proximity to the business district is desirable. Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 17
	Bonert, Michael (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 17: Bonert, Michael 
	Response 17-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 18 
	Bonert, Vivien (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 18: Bonert, Vivien 
	Response 18-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 19 
	The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 19 
	The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 19: The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce 
	Response 19-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 19-2
	The commenter recommends additional design elements for the Project (Beverly Drive), including an additional escalator, public restrooms, options for updating the right-hand turn lane at North Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard, and shuttle buses to transport subway users to other areas in the community. Due to the location of the Project along the west side of Beverly Drive, as well as subsurface easements and basements that limit the size of the Project, there would not be sufficient space for an additional escalator or for public restrooms. However, the City will provide a separate response to inform decision making on the portal location selection. The comments regarding updating the right-hand turn lane at North Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard, and for shuttle buses to transport subway users to other areas in the community are acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 19-3
	The commenter expresses their desire to see a collaboration between the City and Chamber to ensure businesses in the community are not impacted by road closures during construction of the Project (Beverly Drive). As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2.6, Construction Scenario, work would proceed over longer shift durations and behind a K Rail barrier and would follow the work hours stated in the MOA between the City and Metro. Pedestrian routes between Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard would require detouring via the next block. After the piling and associated activities, traffic control and site boundary could return to the previous state and the closure of a second lane of westbound Wilshire Boulevard would no longer be required. It is likely that eight metered street parking spaces (four on each side of North Beverly Drive) and the existing shuttle zone adjacent to the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel would be temporarily removed during construction. In addition, bus stops located on Wilshire Boulevard were relocated away from the construction zone as part of the Section 2 Purple Line project. The relocation of any bus stops would be determined in consultation with relevant bus service providers and the City of Beverly Hills. In addition, the City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not required analysis under CEQA.
	Insert Comment Letter 20
	State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 20 
	State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 20: State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
	Response 20-1
	The commenter expresses that the alternative locations being considered would not have adverse impacts on existing State transportation facilities. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
	Response 20-2
	The commenter recommends that to ensure pedestrian safety, as the project would increase pedestrian traffic, physical design methods such as bike lanes, sidewalks, pedestrian refuge islands, landscaping, street furniture, and reductions in crossing distances through roadway narrowing, as well as signage for such infrastructure, should be implemented. As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, one of the primary purposes of the project is to provide direct access from the north side of Wilshire Boulevard to the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line Station, as well as to increase pedestrian safety. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
	Response 20-3
	The commenter advises that construction vehicles affiliated with the Project are required to obtain a transportation permit if the vehicles are to travel on State highways. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
	Insert Comment Letter 21 
	Il Fornaio Restaurant (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 21: Il Fornaio Restaurant
	Response 21-1
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Project (Beverly Drive) and Project Alternatives. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 21-2
	The commenter expresses their concern for the future of the restaurant, stating that the construction period and affiliated road closures would negatively impact business, especially during the current conditions of the COVID-19 pandemic. An economic analysis of impacts on businesses is not required under CEQA. However, the City is conducting an economic analysis and those results will be communicated at future City Council meeting(s) where the project will be considered. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 21-3
	The commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not mention impacts to the community and alleges that the Draft EIR wrongfully compares the Project to the Project Alternatives regarding this type of impact, stating that they would not have similar impacts. Discussions of possible impacts to the surrounding community are addressed in a majority of the environmental sections of the Draft EIR. For example, noise impacts on residential uses in the area (Section 3.10, Noise) and air quality impacts to local sensitive receptors or uses in the community (Section 3.2, Air Quality) are discussed in the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 22 
	Lorin, Jeanette (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 22: Lorin, Jeanette
	Response 22-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 23 
	Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 23: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
	Response 23-1
	The commenter expresses introductory comments and their appreciation for the ongoing coordination between the City and Metro to implement the Westside Purple Line Extension. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. However, the City appreciates Metro’s review of the Draft EIR, as well as the ongoing coordination efforts taking place related to the Project and the larger Westside Purple Line Extension project. 
	Response 23-2
	The commenter expresses clarification on the height of the vertical shaft at the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. The project element in question is a ventilation shaft providing both intake and discharge functions. Regarding the starting point below grade, per Metro construction drawings, this structure is designed to connect to the main station box currently under construction in order to provide ventilation needs. Regarding the height above grade, in order to be consistent with Metro’s Design Criteria and Standards – Adjacent Construction Design Manual Section 3.3, air discharge may not take place within 40 feet of a station entrance or portal. The height of this portal is 12 feet; therefore, the top of the ventilation shaft will be 52 feet above grade in order to be consistent with the Metro Design Criteria and Standards. 
	Response 23-3
	The commenter reiterates their appreciation for the ongoing coordination between the City and Metro, which includes technical and design review in order to ensure safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. However, the City agrees that technical review and coordination on design and construction are essential for a safe and successful project.
	Comment Letter 24: Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP)
	Response 24-1
	The commenter expresses introductory remarks and explains that the comment letter is in regards to 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and 235-296 Beverly Drive (the “Properties”), which occupy the entire western side of Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way. The owner of the Properties is Beverly Wilshire Owner LP (“BW”). It is stated that the Project analyzed in the Draft EIR is “highly problematic.” Lastly, the commenter summarizes the contents of the letter and the areas of concern regarding pedestrian conflicts, traffic, construction impacts, an existing easement, project goals, and significant environmental impacts. Detailed responses to these specific areas of concern are located below in Response 24-2 through Response 24-16. 
	Response 24-2
	The commenter summarizes that the Draft EIR does not include an accurate and informative description of baseline environmental conditions, list proposed entitlements and permits, and include a stable and accurate project description. The commenter then discusses detailed comments regarding BW’s existing easement beneath the entirety of Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive sidewalks, adjacent to the location of the Project (Beverly Drive). The commenter also provided survey plans that show the location of the subsurface easement.
	It should be noted that a detailed design of the Project (Beverly Drive) has not been completed and is not required to be completed for the Draft EIR under CEQA. As such, the level of detail of all figures, graphics, and site plans in the Draft EIR that illustrate the Project are at a conceptual level. A conceptual outline of the basement associated with 9465 Wilshire Boulevard is shown on Figure 2-7 of Chapter 2, Project Description within the Draft EIR. The detailed design of the Project has not yet been completed. However, the City and project team have conducted an initial review of the detailed survey plans of the subsurface easement provided by the commenter. It has been determined that, although the existing easement would be located adjacent to the Project subsurface concourse level, the Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. As such, Figure 2-7 has been revised to illustrate this in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of the Final EIR. In addition, clarifications have been made in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, which can be reviewed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. If the Beverly Drive location is selected, as part of the future detailed design process, encroachment onto the existing subsurface easement would be avoided. In addition, the City would coordinate with BW as needed in the process of completing the final design and constructing the North Portal.
	In addition, the City holds an easement in, over, and under the subject property described as 9465 Wilshire boulevard for a subway portal (City Agreement No. 95-08; Los Angeles County Recorder No. 20080929154), which was granted to the City in 2008, long after the 1960 easement discussed in the comment. The easement grants the City use of that property for “the construction, operation, maintenance, improvement and repair/replacement (as necessary) of an entrance or ‘portal’ (and related improvements) to a subway station to be constructed under Wilshire Boulevard in the City of Beverly Hills, California.” The only limitations on the use of this property for a subway portal is that the surface area at ground level may not exceed 300 square feet, the portal may not block access or materially affect the structural integrity of the building or cause the loss of parking spaces on the property. As described above, the City does not anticipate encroaching into the property and existing easement in order to build the North Portal. In the unlikely event that an encroachment is required during the final design process, the City would verify that the encroachment is consistent with the terms of the 2008 subway portal easement.
	Related to the discussion above, the commenter states that Figure 2-7 in the Draft EIR shows the Project’s use of the sidewalk subsurface, particularly in the area closest to Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, the commenter states that Figure 2-4 in the Draft EIR shows the Project within the easement area. As stated above, a review of the detailed survey plan has been conducted and Figure 2-7 has been revised for accuracy to show that the Project subsurface concourse level would not encroach onto the existing easement. Figure 2-4 represents only a conceptual level of detail that is not to scale. Due to the angle of the aerial photography that was available for use in the figure, the sidewalk along the west side of Beverly Drive is not completely visible as it is blocked by the multi-level building at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard. As such, the illustration of the Project on this figure should be considered conceptual. In addition, a detailed design has not yet been completed. However, a review of the detailed survey plan has been conducted and the Project subsurface concourse level would not encroach onto the existing easement. If the Beverly Drive location is selected, as part of the future detailed design process, encroachment onto the existing subsurface easement would be avoided. 
	The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include a description of the existing easement as part of the description of the existing environmental setting. A conceptual outline of the basement associated with 9465 Wilshire Boulevard is shown on Figure 2-7 of Chapter 2, Project Description within the Draft EIR. The detailed design of the Project has not yet been completed. However, the City and project team has conducted an initial review of the detailed survey plans of the subsurface easement provided by the commenter. It has been determined that, although the existing easement would be located adjacent to the Project subsurface concourse level, the Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. As such, Figure 2-7 has been revised to illustrate this in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of the Final EIR. In addition, clarifications have been made in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, which can be reviewed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. The clarifications include details regarding the existing easement. No modification of the existing easement would be necessary.
	A discussion of the permits and approvals required to implement the Project or a Project Alternative is included in Section 2.9 (Required Permits and Approvals). 
	Response 24-3
	The commenter states that the Draft EIR provides conflicting locations for the Project (Beverly Drive) and that, as a result, a stable and accurate project description is not provided in the EIR. To exemplify the point the commenter states that Figure 2-4, Figure 2-7, and Figure 3.1-1 are not consistent in terms of the location or configuration of the Project. Figure 2-4 and Figure 3.11 are meant to be conceptual overviews of the Project. As mentioned in Response 24-2, Figure 2-7 has been revised and is included in Chapter 2, Modifications and Clarifications of the Final EIR. 
	The location of the Project can be viewed on Figure 2-3 of the Draft EIR (Location of the Project [Beverly Drive] and Project Alternatives). Detailed and consistent narrative descriptions of the location of the Project can be found in multiple sections or subsections of the Draft EIR including Executive Summary on page ES-3 and Section 2.4 Project Setting and Location. A detailed narrative description of the Project characteristics can be found in Executive Summary on page ES-5 and Section 2.5 Project Alternatives. As previously mentioned in Response 24-2, the detailed design of the Project has not yet been completed. However, the City and project team have conducted an initial review of the detailed survey plans of the subsurface easement provided by the commenter. It has been determined that, although the existing easement would be located adjacent to the Project subsurface concourse level, the Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. The detailed design process would avoid the conflict with the easement. 
	Response 24-4
	The commenter states that the proposed sidewalk configuration for the Project (Beverly Drive) along the west side of Beverly Drive is not accurately depicted on Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7. It should be noted that these figures depict the Project and a conceptual level, and do not represent detailed design. Please refer to Response 24-2 above. Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7 have been updated to provide clarification and are located in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. There would be adequate pedestrian space on the sidewalk and the Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. 
	Response 24-5
	The commenter states that the Project (Beverly Drive) fails to achieve two of the stated project objectives related to improving pedestrian flow and avoiding significant degradation of vehicular flow in the vicinity of the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line Station and minimizing pedestrian street crossings on Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, the commenter includes several goals and policies in the City’s General Plan Circulation Element related to roadway and intersection improvements, maintaining vehicle flows on City roadways and intersections, and maintaining operations on regional roadways and states that there is no analysis in the Draft EIR to support the conclusions that there are no conflicts with these goals and policies. The commenter specifically mentions the removal of the southbound right-turn lane at the Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard intersection. 
	Regarding the comments related to the City’s General Plan Circulation Element, all of the goals and policies noted in the comment letter are regarding traffic operations and congestion. As discussed in Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR, Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) directed the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines to establish new criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts and define alternative metrics for traffic level of service (LOS). Specifically, SB 743 results in the elimination of auto delay, LOS, and other similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as a basis for determining significant impacts for transportation projects under CEQA. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project would have a significant impact related to transportation if it would conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system. The Project would not conflict with the specific goals and policies mentioned in the comment letter. Additionally, the City’s Circulation Element goals and policies related to the Draft EIR were described in Section 3.12.1 and included a variety of goals related to the overall circulation system, transit, neighborhood traffic management, transportation demand management, and pedestrians and bikeways. In addition, it should also be noted that General Plan Circulation Element goal/policy CIR 1.4a included in the comment letter states that congestion may be accepted, provided that provisions are made to improve the overall system and/or promote non-motorized transportation, such as bicycling and walking. The Project would provide a secondary access point to serve the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, which would support non-automobile travel, and reduce vehicle travel, in the City. As a result, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 presumes that the Project would cause a less than significant transportation impact.
	Regarding the removal of the southbound right-turn lane at the Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard intersection, Fehr & Peers prepared a Traffic Operations Report showing intersection operations (LOS) with lane geometry changes adjacent to the Project. This report was not included in the Draft EIR since LOS is no longer considered a CEQA impact. However, the results of this report were used to inform the final considerations for the North Portal design options and the report has been included as an attachment to the Final EIR for background informational purposes only (see Appendix A). The intersection of Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard was studied with existing and future traffic volumes with the removal of the right-turn lane. The forecasted increase in delay would not exceed the City’s criteria for indicating a substantial delay increase under cumulative conditions, which is defined as 10 seconds or more for LOS D and 5 seconds or more for LOS E/F at a signalized intersection. Under existing plus project conditions, the forecasted increase in delay would be 5 seconds. The comment provides no evidence for the bottleneck conditions that it states would occur with the removal of the right-turn lane with the Project. In addition, the existing illegal left-turns from southbound Beverly Drive onto eastbound Wilshire Boulevard noted in the comment would not be affected by the Project and can be reduced through additional enforcement. The City previously eliminated this southbound left-turn movement to improve traffic flows along Beverly Drive and has installed high-visibility lighted signage indicating this movement is not permitted.
	The commenter claims that bottleneck conditions resulting from the Project’s removal of the majority of the southbound right-turn pocket and the elimination of the northbound turn lane into the parking garage on the west side of North Beverly Drive just south of the mid-block signalized crosswalk would increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the area due to drivers avoiding gridlock conditions. As stated above, the comment provides no evidence of the bottleneck conditions that it claims would occur and attributing this perceived impact to the Project is speculative, at best. In addition, the Business Triangle provides a grid network of roadways with multiple options for traveling to the local business and through the area. As stated in Section 3.12.2, transportation projects that reduce, or have no impact on, VMT should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact. According to OPR, the types of transportation projects that would likely lead to a measurable and substantial increase in vehicle travel generally include the addition of a through lane on existing or new roadways and highways. OPR further states a variety of project types that would not likely lead to a substantial or measurable increase in vehicle travel including the installation, removal, or reconfiguration of travel lanes at an intersection, the reduction in the number of through lanes, the removal of on-street parking, and the conversion of a general purpose lane to a transit lane. The Project does neither of those things.
	The comment also claims that bottleneck conditions with the removal of the southbound right-turn pocket would create an unacceptable hazard to emergency access vehicles. As described under Impact TR-4 in Section 3.12.4, the Project would not change emergency access in the study area, and fire, police, and medical personnel generally access the station area from areas north and east of the Project site. Given that the Project would not change emergency access in the study area and would provide a secondary access point to the subway station, the Project would not have an impact on emergency access. 
	A footnote provided by the commenter states that the shifting of vehicular traffic to the east as a result of the Project was not addressed in the Draft EIR. As described under Impact TR-3 in Section 3.12.4, the Project would require removal of the majority of the southbound right-turn pocket. The configuration would consist of one through lane and one shared through-right-turn lane on the southbound Beverly Drive approach. A minimal amount of storage (length of one vehicle) would be provided to allow vehicles turning right onto Wilshire Boulevard to yield to pedestrians. Lane geometries on Wilshire Boulevard would remain as existing. As stated, the new configuration would be designed using current roadway and intersection design guidelines as specified in the California Highway Design Manual (California Department of Transportation, 2019), and no design exceptions are anticipated. Consequently, the modified intersection configuration is not anticipated to contain any hazardous geometric design features and the impact would be less than significant.
	The commenter states that while the Project may result in some subway riders not crossing Wilshire Boulevard at-grade, the Project has not committed to providing signage to direct pedestrians in the underground station, and therefore, additional pedestrian crossings would further impact intersection operations at Beverly Drive. Further, it is stated that the safety implications of reducing one lane of traffic with substantially increased pedestrian traffic were not accounted for in the EIR. Without the Project, all subway riders that have an origin or destination in the Golden Triangle would need to cross Wilshire Boulevard. While the Project cannot be guaranteed to eliminate all Wilshire Boulevard pedestrian crossings between the Wilshire/Rodeo Station and the Golden Triangle, the number of pedestrian crossings would be reduced. As with all Metro stations, the Wilshire/Rodeo Station would contain wayfinding signage to direct passengers to the appropriate portal location based on their destination. Therefore, the Project is expected to reduce pedestrian crossings at the Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive intersection which would result in fewer interactions between vehicles and pedestrians in the Project area.
	Regarding comments related to safety, the commenter notes that the Beverly Hills Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft form) identifies Wilshire Boulevard as having the most injury collisions in the City and that bicycle safety should be considered on Beverly Drive. As described in Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR, the City is currently undertaking several planning efforts to improve conditions for all travelers on Wilshire Boulevard and in the study area. The City of Beverly Hills Draft Complete Streets Plan creates a blueprint for transportation improvements that balances the needs of all road users: bicyclists, pedestrians, transit riders, and motorists. The goal of the plan is to provide more options for people to choose the mode that best works for their trip type, and a network of streets where individual modes would be prioritized. The Connect Beverly Hills project will incorporate concepts from the City’s Complete Streets Plan to show placement of transportation enhancements associated with streetscape improvements along Wilshire Boulevard near the future Wilshire/Rodeo Station.
	In addition, it should be noted to the commenter that an analysis of land use and planning consistency, including with the City’s General Plan, can be found in Section 4.1.2 of the Draft EIR. Applicable General Plan policies related to hazards are discussed in Section 3.8.1 of the Draft EIR. 
	Response 24-6
	The commenter states that the Project does not consider pick-up and drop-off activity generated by the Wilshire/Rodeo Station and specifically notes CEQA Appendix G Transportation Question C regarding whether a project would substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature. The commenter also notes that off-street pick-up and drop-off areas should be identified, such as the parking garage on the east side of Beverly Drive. 
	The Draft EIR considers the potential impacts of the Project and Project Alternatives. In addition to potential CEQA transportation impacts, the effects of potential pick-up/drop-off locations were evaluated in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR. There are no designated loading areas that have been identified to serve the south portal location currently under construction. Therefore, the Project and Project Alternatives considered adjacent loading areas that could serve all passengers traveling to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station by private vehicle. The pick-up and drop-off evaluation for the Project focused on on-street loading options on North Beverly Drive. As shown in Table 3.12-4 and Figure 3.12-5 of the Draft EIR, the potential loading zones would occur along the curb on North Beverly Drive and result in the loss of on-street parking. However, the loading zones would not result in the loss of vehicular travel lanes. In coordination with Transportation Network Companies (TNCs), the loading zones would include geofencing to direct drivers traveling to the station to the designated loading locations. Geofencing is defined as a predetermined location in which passengers are dropped off or picked-up, and can be implemented when drivers enter a specific destination into their rideshare app, such as the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, or enter an address within a defined geography. The geofenced loading zones can be designated by the City through publication of the coordinates for the geofenced zones that are used by TNCs. This is a standard industry practice of TNCs. 
	The Draft EIR also discusses the potential for pick-up and drop-off activity to occur in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage as requested in the comment. If on-street loading areas are unable to accommodate all pick-up/drop-off activity and/or if the City decides to promote pick-up/drop-off activity in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage, off-street loading for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station could occur in this location. Vehicles would be able to enter/exit the garage at the two driveways provided on North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard. It is anticipated that passengers could potentially be dropped off near the existing elevators on the north side of the upper floor of the parking garage. Please refer to Response PT-35 for detailed information on potential garage circulation. 
	The commenter also states that the introduction of a 12-foot-high building inches away from moving traffic would visually and unsafely block visibility for the Beverly Drive mid-block crosswalk and the Property’s driveway. The City and project team performed a sight distance analysis for the conceptual design of Project. The Sight Distance Analysis Memorandum can be found attached to this Final EIR (Appendix B). As a result of the analysis, it was concluded that that southbound vehicles on Beverly Drive approaching to turn right onto Wilshire Boulevard would have sight distance that is consistent with both Caltrans requirements and the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (Green Book). Similarly, vehicles traveling southbound on Beverly Drive approaching the left-turn lane would also have sight distances consistent with both requirements. Sight distance for both vehicles and pedestrians would be considered during the detailed design phase. 
	Response 24-7
	The commenter states that construction impacts would occur on Beverly Drive, and specifically states that emergency vehicle access and replacement valet parking and drop-off at no cost to adjacent property owners should be addressed in Mitigation Measures TRA-A and TRA-D.
	Mitigation Measure TRA-A requires that Traffic Control Plans be developed to minimize construction impacts for each work zone location. Traffic Control Plans would be prepared according to State guidelines and standards and approved by the City prior to implementation and would encompass the necessary components of the street network effected by construction activities, such as temporary lane closures, detour routes, and temporary business access. 
	While TRA-A is focused on traffic control during construction, TRA-C addresses parking management during construction. TRA-C states that a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) would be prepared and submitted to the City for review and approval prior to implementation. The TMP would include public information regarding construction activities, traveler information, incident management, demand management strategies, and expected construction activities. In addition, the TMP would include parking management to minimize the effects of temporary parking removal during construction and identify adequate off-street parking locations for construction workers. TRA-C also states that development of the parking management strategies would be coordinated with the adjacent property owners. The commenter’s request to replace valet parking operations at no cost to the adjacent property owners is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Mitigation Measure TRA-D states that emergency vehicle access would be maintained at all times to the construction work site, adjacent businesses, and adjacent residential areas. Emergency vehicle access would also be maintained at all times to and from fire stations, hospitals, and medical facilities near the construction site and along the haul routes. Construction activities, road closures, and lane closures would be coordinated with local law enforcement and fire department officials prior to implementation.
	Response 24-8
	The commenter questions the use of soldier piles to construct the Project (Beverly Drive) and the potential noise and vibrations that could result from this construction technique. The noise and vibration analysis assumed that all piling would be pre-augured (predrilled) rather than driven with an impact or vibratory pile driver. The pre-augured or pre-drilled piling would result in a reduced amount of noise and vibration as compared to the more invasive method of pile driving with an impact or vibratory pile driver. An additional alternative construction method was not required as the Project assumed the least invasive method. To this end a vibration reference level for pre-drilled piling (caisson drilling) of 0.089 peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet was used for piling, in accordance with Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Response 24-9
	The commenter states that the historic building located at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard should result in the application of a more conservative construction vibration analysis threshold. The commenter suggests using the most restrictive vibration limit (potential damage threshold of 0.12 PPV inches per second [in/sec]) due to the City's classification of the building as a historic resource. However, this classification as a historic resource, as described in the commenter’s footnote in the comment letter, is related to the unique or historic architectural elements rather than just the age of the building, construction type or sensitivity to vibration. Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR identifies 9465 Wilshire Boulevard as having been constructed in 1960-1962, which is not particularly old in terms of vibration sensitivity (for example, compared to a pre-1950's building which often used lath and plaster wall construction, which is much more susceptible to cracking due to excessive vibration). The FTA Building/Structure Category 11, Engineered Concrete and Masonry/No Plaster (FTA Table 7-5), with a vibration velocity threshold of 0.3 PPV in/sec., was determined to be appropriate threshold for this building. While the building has historical architectural features, it is not considered to be a fragile historic building from a vibration damage perspective. As a comparison, the type of historic structure that would warrant the Category IV "building extremely susceptible to vibration damage" vibration threshold of threshold of 0.12 PPV in/sec., for example would be a building similar to the Avila Adobe structure on Olvera Street in downtown Los Angeles; an original adobe structure built in 1818 and one of the oldest standing structures in the region. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Related to this topic, the commenter questions the construction vibration analysis assumptions regarding the distance between the historic building located at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and Project construction. The distance considered for construction vibration was calculated using the conceptual construction drawing included as part of the Constructability Report prepared by a Metro consultant for the Project in 2019. The analysis considers the distance from the potential vibratory equipment to the building, not just the edge of the construction area to the building. The vibratory equipment is not necessarily located at the edge of the construction area nearest to the building. This drawing indicated a distance between the building footprint and the closest pile locations in the construction area of approximately 17 feet, which was used in the vibration analysis. As previously mentioned, Figure 2-6 of the Draft EIR has been revised for further clarity to respond to the comment. However, it should be noted that Figure 2-6 is a conceptual plan of the street level propose for the Project, and not a detailed construction drawing.
	As a result of the response provided above, a new analysis of construction vibration utilizing the more conservative threshold and calculating a closer distance between the building and the vibratory equipment is not warranted. As such, the impact remains less than significant, and the addition of mitigation and recirculation of the Draft EIR mentioned by the commenter is not required. As mentioned in Section 2.6 (Construction Scenario) of the Draft EIR, the entire construction process would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the Section 2 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which is currently in place between the City and Metro. The MOA is enforceable and requires limitation on the use of vibratory equipment, requires avoidance of certain equipment or methods completely, and outlines use of a monitor for applicable vibration thresholds. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Response 24-10
	The commenter states that Mitigation Measure CUL-B would require a pre-construction survey related to the historic building, that mitigation is deferred, and no measures are shown to ensure construction vibration impacts would remain less than significant. The pre-construction surveys would ascertain the conditions of the building and area at the time directly prior to construction as conditions can change slightly over periods of time. As mentioned in Section 2.6 (Construction Scenario) of the Draft EIR, the entire construction process would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which is currently in place between the City and Metro. The MOA is enforceable and requires limitation on the use of vibratory equipment to reduce potential impacts to adjacent buildings, requires avoidance of certain equipment or methods completely, and outlines use of a monitor for applicable vibration thresholds. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Response 24-11
	The commenter supports the proposed Mitigation Measures NOI-A and NOI-B, but states that construction noticing to commercial tenants and owners is not included in Mitigation Measures NOI-G and NOI-H. A minor clarification to the mitigation measures has been made regarding construction noticing to commercial properties, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Response 24-12
	The commenter states that mitigation is needed related to utility relocations and noticing to businesses for upcoming utility interruptions. As mentioned in Section 2.6 (Construction Scenario) of the Draft EIR, the construction process including utility relocations would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the MOA, which is currently in place between the City and Metro. The MOA is enforceable and requires advance notification for all construction activities, including any planned service interruptions. The commenter’s request for more than a 30-day notice of potential utility relocations is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Regarding the proposed temporary removal of the canopy along the east elevation of 9465 Wilshire Boulevard, the Draft EIR includes mitigation to reduce potential impacts. As stated in Section 3.4.5 (Cultural Resources, Mitigation Measures) of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure CUL-A would be implemented to require a treatment plan for the removal and reinstatement be in place prior to removal of the canopy. Also, a qualified monitor would be required to ensure that the treatment plan is implemented appropriately and to provide a monitoring report or memorandum documenting the removal and reinstatement of the canopy. Related to the potential utility relocations for the Project (Beverly Drive), Section 2.6.3 (Construction Scenario, Utilities) of the Draft EIR states that the final scope of required utility relocations would be confirmed in the detailed design phase. 
	Response 24-13
	The commenter states that the Project (Beverly Drive) should have robust lighting, patrols, and safety protocols to ensure safety during operations. Under Impact AES-4 within Section 4.1 Aesthetics and Visual Quality of the Draft EIR, it states that during operations the Project and Project Alternatives would include new exterior and interior security lighting around and within the new portal. The new standard lighting would be directed away from sensitive areas, as feasible. In addition, the new operational lighting would be in compliance with applicable City regulations related to lighting. In addition, all Metro Purple Line stations, including the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, would have strategically placed Metro Video Security System (MVSS) cameras for monitoring passenger platforms, ticket vending machines, fare gates, and other critical areas. The Beverly Hills Police Department or the Los Angeles County Sheriff Department, Transit Services Bureau would provide security and general law enforcement services at stations. In addition, the Metro Transit Security Department would provide security for issues related to revenue collection, special events requiring crowd control, security sweeps and closing and opening of subway stations each day, as well as some property security. In addition, security provisions would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. 
	Response 24-14
	The commenter states that mitigation would be needed related to public services during operations, specifically the perception that the Project (Beverly Drive) could attract homeless populations, loitering, and or undesirable activities. These are not issues that are required to be analyzed under CEQA. However, refer to Response 24-13 above. The Beverly Hills Police Department or the Sheriff’s Department and the Metro Transit Security Department would provide security services to ensure safety during the operational phase. In addition, security provisions would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 24-15
	The commenter expresses support for increased mobility. The commenter then generally summarizes the concerns previously mentioned in the comment letter. 
	Refer to Response 24-2 through Response 24-4 regarding the existing easement.
	Refer to Response 24-5 through Response 24-7 regarding vehicular conflicts with pedestrians and transportation mitigation.
	Refer to Response 24-5and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security.
	Refer to Response 24-8 through Response 24-11 regarding noise and vibration.
	The commenter states that additional alternatives should have been considered to enhance pedestrian safety, such as a full tunnel under or a bridge over Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, general concerns regarding existing businesses and street closures during construction are expressed. One of the primary goals of the project is to reduce pedestrian street crossings. Compared to only having the south portal location, which is under construction, the inclusion of the proposed north portal potentially at the Beverly Drive location, would reduce the number of pedestrian crossings required to get to the Golden Triangle. In addition, the City is preparing an economic analysis related to impacts to businesses during construction. This analysis is not required under CEQA and will be provided for informational purposes at the upcoming City Council meeting(s) considering the Project and Project Alternatives as the location for the portal.
	The commenter states that one of the Project Alternatives should be selected, if any, and not the Project (Beverly Drive). The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 24-16
	The commenter provided an attachment containing the detailed survey plans of the existing easement, which has been reviewed and is discussed above under Response 24-2 through Response 24-4. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 25
	The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 25
	The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 25: The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills
	Response 25-1
	The commenter expresses opposition to the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 25-2
	The commenter expresses that the construction schedule and scope, including road closures, for the Project (Beverly Drive) would be detrimental for the operation of their business as it would hinder vehicle and pedestrian access as well as limit parking. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. As stated in Section 2.6.2 (Laydown and Staging) sidewalk access to businesses adjacent to the construction site would be maintained during certain phases of construction. The City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). However, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 25-3
	The commenter continues to express apprehension regarding road closures due to Project (Beverly Drive) construction, stating that if this does indeed negatively impact their businesses, the business is not eligible for certain relief funds. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. As stated in Section 2.6.2 (Laydown and Staging) sidewalk access to businesses adjacent to the construction site would be maintained during construction. The City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impacts the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). However, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 25-4
	The commenter expresses that the Project (Beverly Drive) would eliminate street parking and a loading zone utilized by their business, negatively impacting their revenue and inventory. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 25-5
	The commenter reiterates their objection to the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that it would negatively impact their business. Refer to Response 25-1 through Response 25-4 above. 
	Insert Comment Letter 26
	Mashoudy, Harry (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 26
	Mashoudy, Harry (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 26: Mashoudy, Harry
	Response 26-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 27 
	Mashoudy, Kayla (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 27 
	Mashoudy, Kayla (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 27: Mashoudy, Kayla
	Response 27-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 28 
	Mashoudy, Daniela (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 28 
	Mashoudy, Daniela (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 28: Mashoudy, Daniela
	Response 28-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 29 
	Savenick, Phil (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 29 
	Savenick, Phil (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 29: Savenick, Phil
	Response 29-1
	The commenter states that any approved portal project must prioritize safety. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 29-2
	The commenter states that any approved portal must address the lack of stoplights and crosswalks in that location. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 29-3
	The commenter states that any approved portal project should be located in the business district and not on a residential street, and that the design should be a station rather than a portal. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 29-4
	The commenter states that any project that utilizes an existing lane of Wilshire Boulevard for passenger loading would cause further traffic issues already experienced in the area. As explained in Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR, passenger loading is not proposed along Wilshire Boulevard for the Project or Project Alternatives. 
	Response 29-5
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Response 29-6
	The commenter expresses their desire for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, to include security, restrooms, a way-finding center, sufficient crosswalk and sidewalk widths for pedestrian traffic and outdoor dining, and to design all of these features with social distancing measures in mind. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Additional unavailable space potentially on the street level and the subsurface levels would be required to add more elements to the portal. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 29-7
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, emphasizing that the portal should operate more as a station and welcome center to entice visitation. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 29-8
	The commenter states that any approved portal project should provide off-street loading. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading options for the Project and Project Alternatives. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 30 
	Jazzabi, Monica (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 30: Jazzabi, Monica
	Response 30-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 31 
	Anderson, Robert S. (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 31 
	Anderson, Robert S. (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 31: Anderson, Robert S.
	Response 31-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, stating that this design would allow for easy passenger drop off and pick up. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading options for the Project and Project Alternatives. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 31-2
	The commenter expresses their desire for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, to include a grand entrance with a police substation, restrooms, a way-finding center, sufficient crosswalk and sidewalk widths for pedestrian traffic and outdoor dining, and to design all of these features with social distancing measures in mind. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 31-4
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, emphasizing that the portal should operate more as a station and welcome center to entice visitation. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 32
	Norton, Rose (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 32
	Norton, Rose (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 32: Norton, Rose
	Response 32-1
	The commenter expresses their support for moving a portal to the north side of Wilshire Boulevard. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 32-2
	The commenter expresses that the Reeves Drive station does not have an adequate stoplight or crosswalk. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 32-3
	The commenter expresses that the Project and Project Alternatives lack space for restrooms, a security station, parking, or loading zones, and eliminate street parking which is expressed to be a negative impact. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. However, Section 2.5 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR states that the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would include restrooms on the street level. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading and drop-off/pick-up options for the Project and Project Alternatives. Furthermore, the City is working with Metro to ensure that restrooms are made available to subway riders. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 32-4
	The commenter expresses concern about closing Beverly Drive for construction as it would negatively impact access to the area. An economic analysis of impacts on businesses in the area is not required under CEQA. However, the City is conducting an economic analysis and those results will be communicated at future City Council meeting(s) considering the project. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Response 32-5
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 33 
	Beverly Hills Historical Society (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 33 
	Beverly Hills Historical Society (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 33: Beverly Hills Historical Society 
	Response 33-1
	The commenter expresses that the Project and Project Alternatives in the Draft EIR do not deliver the solution of a new station, only a portal. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Response 33-2
	The commenter expresses that the Project and Project Alternatives in the Draft EIR do not include desirable restrooms or a security station, and that the Draft EIR does not provide adequate diagrams/drawings for project plans in order to properly visualize it. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Section 2.5 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR states that the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would include restrooms on the street level, and the City is working with Metro to provide restrooms for subway riders. In addition, Figure 2-5, Figure 2-8, and Figure 2-11 in the Draft EIR show three-dimensional overviews of each the Project and Project Alternatives so the reader can clearly visualize the elements proposed. 
	Response 33-3
	The commenter expresses safety concerns associated with the current Reeves Drive portal, including the lack of a stoplight and crosswalk, off-street loading, parking, a security station, wayfinding, or restrooms. Additionally, the commenter states that the location of this portal in a residential area is undesirable. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 33-4
	The commenter expresses concern regarding the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that the Draft EIR does not address the need for parking, eliminates parking lanes to be used for loading, lacks solutions for security, restrooms, and wayfinding, and would negatively impact street access during construction. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading and drop-off/pick-up options for the Project and Project Alternatives. 
	Response 33-5
	The commenter expresses concern regarding the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, stating that the Draft EIR does not address the need for parking, eliminates parking lanes to be used for loading, lacks solutions for security, restrooms, and wayfinding, and would negatively impact street access during construction. Refer to Response 33-1 through Response 33-4 above. 
	Response 33-6
	The commenter expresses concern regarding the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, stating that the Draft EIR does not address the need for parking, eliminates parking lanes to be used for loading, lacks solutions for security, restrooms, and wayfinding, and would negatively impact street access during construction. Refer to Response 33-1 through Response 33-4 above. 
	Response 33-7
	The commenter expresses their support for either the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative or the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 33-8
	The commenter expresses that the Beverly Hills Historical Society will provide displays for a wayfinding center, if the approved portal design includes this feature. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 34 
	Reis, Stephen (Page 1 of 2)
	Comment Letter 34: Reis, Stephen
	Response 34-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 35 
	Brickstar Capital, LLC (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 35: Brickstar Capital, LLC
	Response 35-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 35-2
	The commenter requests that the Project (Beverly Drive) include restrooms. Due to space restrictions both on the street level and in subsurface areas, restrooms are not included with the Project at this time, but the City is working with Metro to provide restrooms to subway riders. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 35-3
	The commenter requests that the Project (Beverly Drive) include parking for bikes, scooters, and other vehicles. Bike racks would potentially be provided adjacent to the new portal. A clarification on this topic has been made in Chapter 2 Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	A virtual public meeting was held during the Draft EIR public review period to solicit comments from interested parties. This Draft EIR virtual public meeting was held on September 16, at 7:00 p.m. through the Beverly Hills website. At the meeting, an overview of the proposed project and the Draft EIR conclusions were presented. Following the presentation, the meeting was opened to oral public comments. Five members of the public provided oral comments on the Draft EIR during the public meeting. A court reporter was present at this meeting and a transcript of the comments received is provided below followed by responses to each public testimony (PT).
	Response PT-1
	The commenter states that a South Portal is unsafe and that a subway station is needed in the business district, but that the current proposals do not address the safety issues that were previously agreed upon. The commenter also states that the South Portal does not include any loading areas for passengers getting picked-up or dropped-off at the station. The effects of potential pick-up/drop-off locations were evaluated for the Project and Project Alternatives in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR. The pick-up and drop-off evaluation focused only on the roadways north of Wilshire Boulevard. This was done to draw North Portal pick-up and drop-off activity away from the residential neighborhoods located south of Wilshire Boulevard. Roadways evaluated include North Beverly Drive, North Cañon Drive, North Crescent Drive, and Clifton Way. As shown in Table 3.12-4 of the Draft EIR, the potential loading zones would occur along the curb and result in the loss of on-street parking. However, the loading zones would not result in the loss of vehicular travel lanes. In addition, the City will be able to coordinate with TNCs to provide geofencing, a common industry practice with TNCs. 
	Response PT-2
	The commenter states their opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate in that it does not address public safety in regard to any of the alternatives. Please refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 for additional information on public safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-3
	The commenter states that passenger loading should occur without stopping traffic on Wilshire Boulevard which results in either Beverly Drive or Cañon Drive as loading options. In addition, Beverly Drive is a thoroughfare to the Valley and Cañon Drive has the potential to be a destination street. As described in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR, curbside loading along Wilshire Boulevard was evaluated but deemed to be infeasible due to the existing roadway geometric configuration. The provision of curb space along Wilshire Boulevard would create potential conflicts with vehicular traffic and would require removal of one travel lane, which would need to be studied in detail due to high traffic volumes that occur throughout the day and especially during peak hours. Therefore, the pick-up and drop-off evaluation focused only on the roadways north of Wilshire Boulevard to draw North Portal loading activity away from the residential neighborhoods located south of Wilshire Boulevard. Regarding travel demand in the study area, North Beverly Drive carries higher traffic flows than North Cañon Drive as noted in the comment. The average daily traffic volume on North Beverly Drive is approximately 18,200 in comparison to 9,300 vehicles per day on North Cañon Drive. These travel demands were observed prior to the closure of North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard that occurred due to current construction activity for the Purple Line and Rodeo Station. As outlined in SB 743 of CEQA Guidelines, increased traffic flows are no longer consider a CEQA impact, however, this analysis was completed and is included in the Traffic Operations Report (see Appendix A).
	Response PT-4
	The commenter expresses their opinion regarding police presence and bathrooms for the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. Please refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 for additional information on public safety and police presence. In addition, provisions for police security and restrooms will be provided as outlined in the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response PT-5
	The commenter states their opinion about pedestrian safety on Wilshire Boulevard and the overflow of transit patrons into surrounding neighborhoods. Please refer to Response 20-2 for additional information on pedestrian safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-6
	The commenter stated their opinion regarding the inclusion of parking, stoplights, crosswalks, vehicle loading, and bathrooms at the North Portal. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.12, Transportation, on-street parking would be maintained within certain segments on Beverly and Cañon Drives, a traffic signal would be installed at the intersection of Cañon Drive and Clifton Way to improve pedestrian safety, and crosswalks would be maintained along Wilshire Boulevard. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-7
	The commenter expresses they would like to include bathrooms for the North Portal. Due to space limitations restrooms are not included with the Project (Beverly Drive) or the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative. However, as described in Section 2.5 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR, restrooms could be provided with Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. In addition, bathrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Response PT-8
	The commenter states their concerns with potential road closures for construction of the Cañon Drive Alternative and expressed support of the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 19-3 for information on potential road closures. In addition, the City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impacts the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-9
	This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
	Response PT-10
	The commenter states the revised NextGen Bus Plan was not included in the Draft EIR. The NextGen Bus Plan is mentioned in Section 3.12.3 of the Draft EIR, which states Metro is currently preparing the NextGen Bus Plan with the goal of implementing a new bus network in Los Angeles County that is more relevant and reflective of local and regional travel needs, and that some of the existing routes in Beverly Hills may be modified as a result of the NextGen Bus Plan. The existing bus line and bus stop information included in Section 3.12.3 has been updated as part of the Final EIR to address comments received on the Draft EIR, including a summary of planned changes to existing transit services as identified in the Metro NextGen Bus Plan. 
	Response PT-11
	The commenter expresses there is no economic analysis as it relates to the street closures included in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response 21-2 for information on the economic impacts as it relates to street closures. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, an economic analysis is not required, therefore this analysis is not included in the Draft EIR. However, this information will be provided in a separate Beverly Hills City staff report to inform decision making on selection of a portal location. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
	Response PT-12
	The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not state the number of passengers that would favor each of the alternatives and the transit projections included are from the 2010 Metro report. The commenter also states that transit ridership has been declining prior to the pandemic and expresses concerns over the cost of the station in comparison to ridership. The ridership projections for the Purple Line were developed by Metro as part of the Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010) which includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the Rodeo Station. Metro’s EIS/EIR projects that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 (Metro 2010, Table 5-3). The North Portal project would provide a secondary access point to serve the Rodeo Station and is not expected to change the ridership projections for the Purple Line including passenger boardings at the Rodeo Station. Refer to PT-40 for additional information regarding pedestrian flows to each of the North Portal Alternatives. 
	Response PT-13
	The commenter states their opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate in that it does not address public safety in regard to any of the alternatives. Please refer to Response 24-13 for additional information on public safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-14
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-15
	The commenter expresses their support for inclusion of the Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft form) and Connect Beverly Hills project (in progress) in the Draft EIR. These plans are discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.12, Transportation. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
	Response PT-16
	The commenter states the Draft EIR mentions a Wilshire/Rodeo Station Pathway Plan which they have not seen. Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR describes the Wilshire/Rodeo Station Pathway Plan which is a part of the Section 2 and 3 First/Last Mile Plan approved by the Metro Board of Directors in May 2020 (available at: https://www.metro.net/projects/ple-phases-2-3-flm/). The plan includes first/last mile improvements such as bus stop enhancements, high-visibility crosswalks, street furniture, and street trees where needed, as well as bicycle improvements that will help facilitate station access, such as intersection treatments to create a bicycle-friendly environment at the intersections. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-17
	The commenter expressed their support for the inclusion of the Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft form) in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response PT-15 for information on the Complete Streets Plan. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is
	required. 
	Response PT-18
	The commenter expresses their concern regarding Metro’s First/Last Mile Report with the lack of new facilities recommended by Metro in the report. Please refer to Response PT-16 for information on first/last mile improvements. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-19
	This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
	Response PT-20
	The commenter expressed concern for the impacts to the flow of traffic through the City. Please refer to PT-39 for additional information regarding changes in traffic flows due to passengers accessing the station by vehicle and the potential loading zones for each of the North Portal Alternatives. 
	Response PT-21
	The commenter expressed their opinion regarding the inclusion of the Complete Street Plan. Please refer to Response PT-15 for information on the Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft form). As provided in the Section 3.12.1, the Draft EIR summarizes other planning efforts that are underway in the City of Beverly Hills including the Draft Complete Streets Plan and the Connect Beverly Hills project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
	Response PT-22
	The commenter expresses their support for the inclusion of the Complete Streets Plan and Connect Beverly Hills project in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response PT-21 above. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
	Response PT-23
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically for its proximity to the Business Triangle and for its potential to broaden user access. Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project’s proximity to the Business Triangle. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-24
	The commenter states their opinion regarding the proximity of the North Portal being close enough to the South Portal. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the north portal would be located north of the South Portal on Wilshire Boulevard. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-25
	This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
	Response PT-26
	This comment is requesting additional information about the Metro NextGen bus plan. Please refer to Response PT-10 for additional information about the transit service changes anticipated by Metro’s NextGen Plan. 
	Response PT-27
	The commenter states their opinion that there is no significant difference in the environmental impact conclusions between the Project and Build Alternatives and recommends additional design elements for the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, including public restrooms, police stations, parking and drop-off zones. The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative as described in Section 2,Project Description of the Draft EIR does not include construction of any above ground buildings or structures other than the portal itself and restrooms. The acquisition of the additional property west of the project site and a new building on that property is not included in the Project Description. Additionally, Metro is not providing parking at any of the stations in Beverly Hills. The analysis of potential drop-off zones is included in Section 3, Transportation. Therefore, drawings of the potential building are not required or available at this time. Furthermore, the City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. In addition, security provisions and bathrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. 
	Response PT-28
	This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
	Response PT-29
	The commenter states their opinion regarding the occupancy levels of the elevators at two alternatives, the Project (Beverly Drive) and the Cañon Drive Alternative. The Draft EIR included conceptual design drawings which include the dimensions of the elevator shafts at each alternative. The elevator shaft dimensions were designed as indicated in the LA Metro standard drawings (AS-010). There is no mention of a specific elevator make or type, but 80" x 54" was assumed for all station portal alternatives, which is ADA compliant when using a center opening door. This in turn suggests a capacity of about 2,000lbs or 12-13 people at one-time. 
	Response PT-30
	The commenter expresses that the removal of parking is on the east side of Beverly Drive and Cañon Drive when the portal is on the west side of both streets. As stated in the Section 3.12.4 of the Draft EIR, two potential design options for the North Portal would result in parking removal: The Project (Beverly Drive), consisting of an entrance/exit on the west side of Beverly Drive, within the existing street right-of-way, north of Wilshire Boulevard; and the Cañon Drive Half Portal Alternative, consisting of an entrance/exit on the west side of North Cañon Drive, within the existing street right-of-way. To preserve the vehicle travel lanes on North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive, on-street parking would be removed on both sides of the street. Table 3.12-4 summarizes the loss of on-street parking with the North Portal design options. 
	Response PT-31
	The commenter states that an additional traffic signal would be installed at Cañon Drive and Clifton Way. As described in Section 3.12.2 of the Draft EIR, this intersection is in close proximity to both the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Staging Yard Alternative and is the only remaining unsignalized intersection in the study area north of Wilshire Boulevard. With the installation of the North Portal under the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative or Cañon Staging Yard Alternative, a traffic signal would be installed to improve vehicle flows and pedestrian access to the station. It is anticipated that the new intersection configuration and traffic signal would be designed in conformance with design guidelines as specified in the California Highway Design Manual (California Department of Transportation, 2019), and no design exceptions are anticipated. As such, the new intersection configuration and traffic signal are not anticipated to contain any hazardous geometric design features. 
	Response PT-32
	The commenter expresses the Cañon Staging Yard Alternative does not include the dollar amount needed to purchase the adjacent property. As described in Response PT-27 above, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative as described in Section 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR does not include construction of any above ground buildings or structures other than the portal itself and restrooms. The acquisition of the additional property west of the project site and a new building on that property is not included in the Project Description. However, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative is feasible as proposed without the acquisition. 
	Response PT-33
	The commenter expresses the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Alternatives designs do not include bathroom facilities. Security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. .
	Response PT-34
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the Draft EIR does not include an analysis for economic impacts during potential street closures during project construction for all alternatives. Please see Response PT-11 above related to economic analysis and an economic analysis will be presented to the City Council as part of its final decision making process. 
	Response PT-35
	The commenter addresses several questions and clarifications regarding access, circulation, and loading activity with the North Portal. As explained in the Draft EIR, access would be provided to the local businesses on North Beverly Drive and to the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage during construction of the North Portal on the Beverly Drive site (The Project). For vehicle loading activity due to passenger pick-ups and drop-offs, curbside loading zones have been identified for each North Portal design alternative that would accommodate four vehicles at one time and the loading zones have been placed on both sides of the street to serve vehicles traveling in both the northbound and southbound directions. The identified curbside loading zones would serve approximately 45 vehicles per hour. 
	The demand for passenger loading activity at the Rodeo Station was estimated from ridership data provided in the Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010). The EIS/EIR includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the future Rodeo Station. This demand for passenger loading activity would occur with or without the construction of the North Portal. However, the south portal that is currently under construction does not have any designated loading areas. Therefore, potential curbside loading areas for each North Portal design option have been identified to serve passengers traveling by private vehicle to the Rodeo Station.
	Metro’s EIS/EIR states that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 and that two percent of riders would access the station by private vehicle. If passengers who are dropped off are eventually picked up during their return trip, this number would double to 180 pick-up and drop-off trips per day. To provide a conservative estimate of the effects of pick-up and drop-off trips, 200 trips per day were assumed. It is also assumed that each vehicle would only drop off one passenger, which would result in daily pick-up/drop-off activity of 200 vehicles per day. For the purpose of estimating loading demand, it was assumed that up to 20 percent of daily pick-ups and drop-offs would occur in the peak hour, which means that up to 40 vehicles would be accessing the station during a given peak hour.
	Assuming up to 40 vehicles would be making pick-up or drop-off maneuvers during the peak hour, it is anticipated that a maximum of three pick-up or drop-off events would occur simultaneously. If an equal number of pick-ups/drop-offs occur by vehicles traveling both northbound and southbound, it is estimated that 1-1.5 curb events would occur simultaneously in each direction. Given this, it is assumed that space for a total of four (two northbound, two southbound) pick-up/drop-off events would be needed near the proposed North Portal.
	Due to the anticipated availability of curb space, it is expected that pick-up and drop-off activity for the North Portal would occur along the following roadway segments as shown in Figures 3.12-5, 3.12-6, and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR:
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): along North Beverly Drive north of the mid-block crossing at Beverly Cañon Gardens.
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: along North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way and along Clifton Way east of North Cañon Drive.
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: along North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard and along North Crescent Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard.
	The comment also requested more information regarding pick-up and drop-off activity occurring in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage and potential impacts to vehicle circulation. If existing loading areas along adjacent roadways are unable to accommodate all pick-up/drop-off activity as described above, and/or the City decides to promote pick-up/drop-off in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage, up to 200 vehicles could use the garage each day, with 40 vehicles using the garage during the peak hour. Vehicles would be able to enter the garage at the two entrances provided on North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard. Given the central location of the garage and the grid network of the street system in the study area, vehicle access is anticipated to be distributed evenly between each of the two parking garage entrances.
	It is noted that parking coordination with the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel would occur if this location is chosen for pick-up and drop-off activities. For example purposes, the following circulation scenario is assumed. It is anticipated that passengers would be dropped off near the existing elevators on the north side of the upper floor of the parking garage. To do so, vehicles entering from Beverly Drive would drive down the entrance ramp, turn right, and right again to circulate the upper level in a counterclockwise manner until they arrive at the elevators. Vehicles entering from North Cañon Drive would drive down the entrance ramp, turn left, then immediately right before arriving at the elevators. A stairwell is also located immediately adjacent to the elevator and could be used by passengers to travel to street level.
	After dropping passengers off near the elevators, vehicles could exit the parking garage using either of the ramps that lead to North Beverly Drive or North Cañon Drive. Vehicles wishing to exit to Beverly Drive would be able to turn north or south onto Beverly Drive upon exiting. Vehicles wishing to exit to North Cañon Drive would need to make a counterclockwise loop around the upper floor, then turn right, just before the elevators, and right again to access the exit ramp. Vehicles would be able to turn north or south onto North Cañon Drive upon exiting.
	The potential effects of pick-up/drop-off activity in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage are described in more detail below for each of the North Portal alternatives.
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): As shown in Figure 3.12-5 in the Draft EIR, a curbside loading zone is identified on the east side of North Beverly Drive just north of the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage entrance. Assuming this loading zone is occupied, vehicles could use the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage for pick-up/drop-off activity.
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: As shown in Figure 3.12-6 in the Draft EIR, two pick-up/drop-off zones are identified on the west side North Cañon Drive, just south of the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage entrance, and another space is available on the east side of North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way. Assuming these zones are occupied, vehicles could use the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage for pickup/drop-off activity.
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: As shown in Figures 3.12-6 and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR, two pick-up/drop-off zones are identified on the west side of North Cañon Drive, south of the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage entrance, one space is available on the east side of North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way, and another space is available on the east side of North Crescent Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard. Assuming these zones are occupied, vehicles could use the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage for pick-up/drop-off activity.
	As described in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR, the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Structure could be used for pick-up/drop-off operations if it is not feasible to provide sufficient curb space for pick-up/drop-off activity along existing roadways. Creating a loading zone in the structure would require geofencing the surrounding area to direct loading activities within the vicinity of the North Portal to the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Structure. Geofencing is defined as a predetermined location in which passengers are dropped off or picked-up, and can be implemented when drivers enter a specific destination into their rideshare app, such as the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, or enter an address within a defined geography. The geofenced loading zones can be designated by the City through publication of the coordinates for the geofenced zones that are used by rideshare service providers. Creating geofenced zones in coordination with TNCs is a common industry practice and the City will be able to work with TNCs to identify the allowable pick-up/drop-off locations which are then loaded into navigation applications so that both drivers and riders are able to find the appropriate pick-up/drop-off location. As technology solutions advance and if pick-up/drop-off trips become more frequent over time, the structure could provide an alternative to on-street loading in the area. Any pick-up/drop-off strategies that are implemented in the parking structure would need to be done in coordination with local businesses, including the current parking operations plan between the City and the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel. Additional technology requirements, such as adequate cell and Wi-Fi service in the garage, would need to be explored in greater detail if this loading option is considered.
	The commenter also requested additional analysis about pick-up and drop-off activity occurring in the alley west of North Beverly Drive if the North Portal was constructed on the Beverly Drive site. The alley west of North Beverly Drive provides commercial loading for businesses on the east side of Rodeo Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way and business on the west side of North Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way. The alley operates one-way in the northbound direction with vehicles entering from Wilshire Boulevard and exiting onto Dayton Way. 
	The alley provides approximately 20-feet of clearance for vehicle travel. The alley has red striping on both sides along with signage that says “No Parking Fire Lane” to maintain the 20foot clearance for emergency access and emergency response vehicles. The alley provides access to private parking garages and loading docks that are located within the adjacent buildings on both sides of the alley. Besides the loading dock areas that are designated for specific buildings, no parking or additional right-of-way is available for public access. Due to the limited right-of-way available in the alley, allowing pick-up/drop-off activity to occur in the alley would disrupt existing operations and could impeded emergency vehicle access. As such, the North Portal design alternatives do not utilize the adjacent alleys for potential pick-up/drop-off locations. Additional signage can be placed in the alley to indicate that it should not be used for passenger loading activity, additional enforcement can be requested from BHPD, and other striping and/or traffic control can be explored to further indicate that passenger loading is not permitted. 
	This commenter also requests additional analysis about the traffic and circulation impacts of street closures during construction. The Project would result in the temporary closure of North Beverly Drive and the Cañon Drive Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Half Portal Alternative would result in the temporary closure on North Cañon Drive. The roadway closures and loss of parking during construction are described below. In addition, all three North Portal design options would result in the loss of one travel lane on Wilshire Boulevard for the duration of construction and an additional lane during pile installation and installation/removal of decking. 
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): Construction would commence in the third quarter 2022, with an anticipated opening date of third quarter 2025. Construction would take approximately 2.5 to 3.5 years. During construction, North Beverly Drive would be closed between Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Cañon Gardens for the duration of the construction. A cul-de-sac would be provided southbound on North Beverly Drive to allow vehicles to turn around prior to the closure. South Beverly Drive would require restriping and re-signaling as traffic would be required to either turn left or right onto Wilshire Boulevard with no ability to travel north (except for construction vehicles).
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: Construction would commence in the third quarter 2022, with an anticipated opening date of third quarter 2025. Construction would take approximately 2.5 to 3.5 years. During construction, North Cañon Drive would be closed between Wilshire Boulevard to the south side of Clifton Way. However, Clifton Way and the intersection of North Cañon Drive and Clifton Way would remain in operation. The roadway closure would also result in the loss of parking along North Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way, including the current valet loading operations on the east side of the street. 
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: Construction would commence in the first quarter 2024, with an anticipated opening date of third quarter 2026. Construction would take approximately 2.5 to 3.5 years. During construction, a portion of North Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard would be closed to vehicular travel including loss in parking and valet operations. 
	The construction impacts for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be similar to the current closure of North Cañon Drive at Wilshire Boulevard. In 2018, the City of Beverly Hills undertook an extensive effort to study the impacts of the North Cañon Drive closure in advance of the current construction activities. The study considered the timeframe for construction, vehicle rerouting that would occur with the roadway closures, and improvements needed to adjacent roadway facilities to accommodate the additional travel demand. The study also explored multiple options for on-street metered and valet parking operations adjacent to the closure and worked closely with the adjacent businesses to minimize impacts. As a result of this study, a new traffic signal was installed at the intersection of North Crescent Drive and Clifton Way, Clifton Way was restriped to accommodate additional vehicle demand, the cul-de-sac prior to the closure was designed to effectively facilitate local access, parking, and valet operations, and wayfinding signage was installed to direct travelers to avoid the closure. In addition, the block of Dayton Way between North Cañon Drive and North Crescent Drive was converted to two-way operation to improve access to local businesses. 
	While the construction impacts for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be similar to the current closure of North Cañon Drive at Wilshire Boulevard, the additional impact that would occur with the construction of either North Portal design option is that no access would be provided on North Cañon Drive south of Clifton Way. This would result in the relocation of on-street parking and valet operations. As part of the mitigation measures identified under TRA-A and TRA-C, the Traffic Control Plans and Transportation Management Plan prepared for the selected North Portal design option would include additional studies to optimize traffic flows and parking operations in the study area during construction.
	For the Project, the impacts during construction and solutions to accommodate vehicle detours are also expected to be similar to those identified previously as part of the North Cañon closure study. However, North Beverly Drive carries more traffic on a daily basis and during peak hours than North Cañon Drive. The table below summarizes the daily and peak hour traffic volumes for North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive on the block north of Wilshire Boulevard. These volumes reflect travel conditions prior to the closure of North Cañon Drive. As shown, North Beverly Drive serves nearly twice as many vehicles as North Cañon Drive. 
	PM Peak Hour
	AM Peak Hour
	ADT
	Roadway Segment
	Alternative
	N. Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	1,210
	1,170
	18,200
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	760
	560
	9,300
	Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020
	If the North Portal is constructed on Beverly Drive, additional improvements to optimize traffic flows and parking operations in the study area during construction may be required as part of the mitigation measures TRA-A and TRA-C. Similar to the North Cañon closure extensive coordination with local businesses would be made to minimize disruptions to local access and parking to the extent possible. 
	Response PT-36
	The commenter expresses the need for additional information regarding bike parking and bike share at the North Portal. Both the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative have the potential to include up to 11 bicycle racks within the portal footprint, and the Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative may include up to 9 bicycle racks within the portal footprint. Bicycle racks would be located immediately adjacent to the portal entrance/exit at street-level. 
	Response PT-37
	This comment includes closing remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required
	Response PT-38
	The commenter stated their support for the Project (Beverly Drive) due to its close proximity to the south station portal and the business triangle north of Wilshire Boulevard and the rationale for a second portal to serve station customers. Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project location. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
	Response PT-39
	The commenter is requesting additional analysis about how each North Portal alternative would impact traffic, including traffic impacts in adjacent neighborhoods. Fehr & Peers prepared a Traffic Operations Report showing intersection operations (LOS) with lane geometry changes adjacent to each portal alternative and operational benefits with the new traffic signal at North Cañon Drive and Clifton Way. This report was not included in the Draft EIR since LOS is no longer considered a CEQA impact. However, the results of this report were used to inform the final considerations for the North Portal design options and the report has been included as an attachment to the Final EIR (see Appendix A). 
	In addition to the Traffic Operations Report (see Appendix A), the Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010) includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the future Wilshire/Rodeo Station that can be used to expand on the operational changes at each station portal. The EIS/EIR states that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 and that two percent of riders would access the station by private vehicle. If passengers who are dropped off are eventually picked up during their return trip, this number would double to 180 pick-up and drop-off trips per day. To provide a conservative estimate of the effects of pick-up and drop-off trips, 200 trips per day were assumed. It is also assumed that each vehicle would only drop off one passenger, which would result in daily pick-up/drop-off activity of 200 vehicles per day.
	Due to the anticipated availability of curb space, it is expected that pick-up and drop-off activity for the North Portal would occur along the following roadway segments as shown in Figures 3.12-5, 3.12-6, and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR:
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): along North Beverly Drive north of the mid-block crossing at Beverly Cañon Gardens.
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: along North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way and along Clifton Way east of North Cañon Drive.
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: along North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard (90 percent of trips) and along North Crescent Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard (10 percent of trips).
	The tables below summarize how daily and peak hour roadway volumes would change with the addition of each North Portal design alternative under the assumptions stated above. As shown below, daily volumes would increase approximately 1% to 2% depending on the North Portal location. Peak hour volumes would increase by up to 2% on North Beverly Drive under The Project during the AM and PM peak hours and up to 4% on North Cañon Drive under the Cañon Drive Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Half Portal Alternative.
	Daily Roadway Segment Traffic Volumes
	% Change in ADT with Project
	Additional Trips with Project
	ADT
	Roadway Segment
	Alternative
	N. Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	1%
	200
	18,200
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	2%
	200
	9,300
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	2%
	180
	9,300
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative
	N. Crescent Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	<1%
	20
	12,800
	Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020
	Notes: For the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, it is assumed that 90% of pick-ups and drop-offs will occur along Cañon Drive, while 10% will occur along Crescent Drive.
	Peak Hour Roadway Segment Traffic Volumes
	% Change in Peak Volume with Project
	Additional Trips with Project
	Peak Volume
	Roadway Segment
	Alternative
	AM Peak Hour
	N. Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	2%
	24
	1,170
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	4%
	24
	560
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	4%
	22
	560
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative
	N. Crescent Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	<1%
	2
	690
	PM Peak Hour
	N. Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	2%
	24
	1,210
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	3%
	24
	760
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	3%
	22
	760
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative
	N. Crescent Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	<1%
	2
	1,070
	Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020Notes: AM Peak Hour = between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM. PM Peak Hour = between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM. It is assumed that 12% of daily pick-up and drop-off trips would occur during each peak hour. For the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, it is assumed that 90% of pick-ups and drop-offs will occur along Cañon Drive, while 10% will occur along Crescent Drive.
	The increase in traffic volumes due to loading activity for passengers at the Rodeo Station is based on the potential loading areas for the North Portal design options. However, these passengers are expected to travel to the station with or without the construction of the North Portal. Metro’s Rodeo Station that is currently under construction is located on the southwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Reeves Drive and often referred to as the south portal. There are no designated loading areas that have been identified to serve the south portal. Therefore, the North Portal design options also considered adjacent loading areas that could serve all passengers traveling to the Rodeo Station by private vehicle. 
	As discussed above, the pick-up and drop-off evaluation focused only on the roadways north of Wilshire Boulevard. This was done to draw North Portal pick-up and drop-off activity away from the residential neighborhoods located south of Wilshire Boulevard. The potential loading zones would occur along the curb and result in the loss of on-street parking. However, the loading zones would not result in the loss of vehicular travel lanes. The loading zones would include geofencing to direct drivers traveling to the station to the designated loading locations. 
	Response PT-40
	The commenter is requesting additional analysis about how each North Portal alternative would accommodate various modes of travel to and from the station and to each portal location. The Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010) includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the future Wilshire/Rodeo Station. The EIS/EIR states that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 and that passengers will access the station by the following modes:
	 Walk (60%)
	 Bus Transit (30%)
	 Private Vehicle (2%, assumes passengers are dropped-off)
	 Other (8%, includes urban rail transfers and cyclists)
	As shown, it is anticipated that majority of passengers will access the station by walking, whether solely on-foot or by transferring from another transit service and approximately 2% of passengers will access the station by private vehicle. If passengers who are dropped off are eventually picked up during their return trip, this would result in 180 pick-up and drop-off trips per day. To provide a conservative estimate of the effects of pick-up and drop-off trips, 200 trips per day were assumed. It is also assumed that each vehicle would only drop off one passenger, which would result in daily pick-up/drop-off activity of 200 vehicles per day.
	Due to the anticipated availability of curb space, it is expected that pick-up and drop-off activity for the North Portal would occur along the following roadway segments as shown in Figures 3.12-5, 3.12-6, and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR:
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): along North Beverly Drive north of the mid-block crossing at Beverly Cañon Gardens.
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: along North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way and along Clifton Way east of North Cañon Drive.
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: along North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard (90 percent of trips) and along North Crescent Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard (10 percent of trips).
	Passengers who are dropped off or picked up at each of these locations would be able to utilize existing and future pedestrian crossings to travel between each of the above locations and the station portal. Refer to PT-41 for more information about existing and future pedestrian connectivity near each of the North Portal alternatives and to PT-42 regarding walking distance and associated travel time to reach the business triangle from each of the North Portal Alternatives. 
	Response PT-41
	The commenter is requesting additional analysis about pedestrian accessibility and safety for each North Portal alternative. As described in PT-40, Metro’s EIS/EIR for the Purple Line indicated that 60% of passengers at the Rodeo Station would access the station by walking. The construction of the North Portal is not expected to change the number of passengers walking to the station. However, the North Portal would provide a secondary access point to the station and would reduce the number of pedestrians that need to cross Wilshire Boulevard to access the south portal that is currently under construction.
	Given that each of the North Portal design options are on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard, it is anticipated that most passengers accessing the station at the North Portal would do so from areas north of Wilshire Boulevard. Subterranean pedestrian concourses within the Wilshire/ Rodeo station will facilitate passenger movement between eastbound and westbound boarding platforms, which will reduce the need for passengers to cross Wilshire Boulevard at street level. This could minimize the potential for passengers to perform illegal jaywalking maneuvers across Wilshire Boulevard when accessing the station. In addition, the Project and Cañon Drive Alternative are located at signalized intersections so pedestrians would be more likely to cross legally in crosswalks. 
	The study area roadway network is a relatively compact grid network, which generally allows for efficient pedestrian movement. Further, numerous pedestrian crossings exist adjacent to each of the North Portal alternatives, which provide pedestrians protected crossing facilities when accessing the station. Existing and proposed pedestrian crossings near each North Portal alternative are illustrated in the figure below and also described in more detail below.
	/
	Potential Future Signalized Crossings
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	The Project (Beverly Drive) portal is located on the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive. It is anticipated that most pedestrians will access the North Portal from destinations east and west of North Beverly Drive and north of Wilshire Boulevard, while some passengers transferring from bus services may need to access the station from bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard. It is assumed that passengers accessing the station by urban rail transfers would do so in the underground pedestrian facilities within the station itself.
	Pedestrian crosswalks are currently provided along all four legs of the intersections of Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard and Rodeo Drive, as well as on the north and west legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive. The presence of crosswalks on the north legs at each of these intersections allow passengers to access the portal from areas east and west of the station while walking on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard.
	North of the North Portal, a mid-block pedestrian crossing on North Beverly Drive (adjacent to Beverly Cañon Gardens) and crosswalks on all four legs of the intersection of Beverly Drive and Dayton Way provide pedestrian crossings for those accessing the North Portal from areas north of the station.
	Though passengers will be able to access both station platforms using the underground concourse described above, it is acknowledged that some may elect to cross Wilshire Boulevard at street level and utilize the southern portal. In these instances, passengers can use the crosswalks that traverse Wilshire Boulevard at the signalized intersections of Wilshire Boulevard and Rodeo Drive, Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive, Wilshire Boulevard and El Camino Drive, and Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive to access the station.
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	The Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative is located on the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive. It is anticipated that most pedestrians will access the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative from destinations east and west of Cañon Drive and north of Wilshire Boulevard, while some passengers transferring from bus services may need to access the station from bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard. 
	Pedestrian crosswalks are currently provided on the north and west legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive, on the west and south legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and South Cañon Drive, and on the north, west, and south legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Crescent Drive. The presence of crosswalks on the north legs at each of these intersections allow passengers to access the North Portal from areas east and west of the station while walking on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard. 
	North of the North Portal, the intersection of Cañon Drive and Clifton Way would be signalized with pedestrian crosswalks on each of the three intersection legs. A mid-block pedestrian crossing also exists on Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way, adjacent to Beverly Cañon Gardens. The presence of these crossings on Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard provide pedestrian crossings for those accessing the North Portal from areas north of the station.
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative 
	The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative is located on Wilshire Boulevard at the corner of Cañon Drive and Wilshire Boulevard. It is anticipated that most pedestrians will access the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative from destinations east and west of Cañon Drive and north of Wilshire Boulevard, while some passengers transferring from bus services may need to access the station from bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard. 
	Similar to the Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative, the intersection of Cañon Drive and Clifton Way would be signalized with pedestrian crosswalks on each of the three intersection legs. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the adjacent signalized intersections and a mid-block pedestrian crossing is provided on Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way, adjacent to Beverly Cañon Gardens. Additionally, the intersection of Crescent Drive and Clifton Way was recently signalized with pedestrian crosswalks on all four legs of the intersection. The presence of multiple pedestrian crossings on Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard provide pedestrian crossings for those accessing the portal from areas north of the North Portal.
	Response PT-42
	The commenter stated their opinion regarding the walking distance and associated travel time to reach the Business Triangle. As such, the following walk times have been calculated to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection. Each calculation includes the estimated travel time underground from the subway platform to the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection assuming an average walking speed of 3.5 miles-per-hour, an escalator moving speed of 1.6 miles-per-hour, and no dwell time to wait for street crossings. 
	 Beverly Drive Alternative: 4.0 minutes
	 Cañon Drive Alternative: 5.9 minutes
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: 6.3 minutes
	Response PT-43
	The commenter stated their opinion regarding the comparison of underground walking distances between the main station and all alternatives, as well as the potential influence of an underground moving walkway between the south portal and the Project and both alternatives on a person’s decision to remain underground. The Project would provide the shortest path of travel to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection, while the Cañon Drive Alternative and the main station would provide a similar length of travel, and the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would provide the longest length of travel. Additionally, please refer to Response PT-42 for further details on the individual travel times of the three alternatives to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection. 
	Regarding an underground moving walkway between the south portal and the three project alternatives, riders of the subway arriving at this station would exit the train, travel by stair, escalator, or elevator to a concourse level underneath Wilshire Boulevard at which point they would make a decision to exit to the south or north. The greatest influence on a person’s travel decision at this point will be their ultimate end destination and the shortest travel time to arrive there. As indicated in Response PT-42, the Project has the shortest travel time to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection. A moving walkway may speed up a person’s travel time or make travel easier if they used it and did not walk at the same time, however, since the Project has the shortest travel time even without a moving walkway, it best aligns with the commenter’s statement to keep people underground as they traverse to the business triangle north of Wilshire Boulevard. 
	Response PT-44
	The comment is requesting additional information about the potential impacts to the alley west of Beverly Drive due to loading activity if the North Portal was constructed on the Beverly Drive site. The alley west of North Beverly Drive provides commercial loading for businesses on the east side of Rodeo Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way and business on the west side of North Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way. The alley operates one-way in the northbound direction with vehicles entering from Wilshire Boulevard and exiting onto Dayton Way. The alley provides approximately 20-feet of clearance for vehicle travel. The alley has red striping on both sides along with signage that says “No Parking Fire Lane” to maintain the 20-foot clearance for emergency access and emergency response vehicles. The alley provides access to private parking garages and loading docks that are located within the adjacent buildings on both sides of the alley. Besides the loading dock areas that are designated for specific buildings, no parking or additional right-of-way is available for public access. Due to the limited right-of-way available in the alley, allowing pick-up/drop-off activity to occur in the alley would disrupt existing operations and could impeded emergency vehicle access. As such, the North Portal design alternatives do not utilize the adjacent alleys for potential pick-up/drop-off locations. Additional signage can be placed in the alley to indicate that it should not be used for passenger loading activity, along with additional enforcement to promote compliance. Please refer to PT-35 for additional information regarding the alley.
	Response PT-45
	The commenter stated their opinion about that the 40-foot horizontal shaft included in the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. The Draft EIR includes conceptual design drawings for the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative which were designed to comply with Metro Station Design Standards. Metro describes the location of the shaft, and the requirement for this to be 40 feet away from station or portal openings. 
	Response PT-46
	The commenter expresses their opinion in that the Draft EIR does not include an analysis for economic impacts during potential street closures during project construction for all alternatives. Please see Response PT-11 above related to economic analysis, which will be provided to the City Council as part of the final decision making process.
	Response PT-47
	The commenter stated their opinion regarding the escalator width requirement under Metro Station Design Standards. The Draft EIR final conceptual design drawings included an escalator width of 4-feet which is a standard narrow stair width to provide space to circulate. 
	Response PT-48
	The commenter expresses that bike racks are not located at any of the station portal alternatives. Both the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative has the potential to include approximately 11 bicycle racks within the portal footprint, and the Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative may include up to 9 bicycle racks within the portal footprint. Bicycle racks would be located immediately adjacent to the portal entrance/exit at street-level. 
	Response PT-49
	The commenter clarified the specific clear width of the escalators for the proposed alternatives. The statement expressed that five-feet eight-inches is the space that all of the escalator equipment occupies; therefore, the stair width of the escalator would result in four feet, which is a fairly standard narrow width to provide a clear space to circulate. 
	Response PT-50
	The commenter is requesting additional information about changes in bus routes with Metro’s NextGen Plan. Please refer to Response PT-10 for additional information about the transit service changes anticipated by Metro’s NextGen Plan. 
	Response PT-51
	The commenter stated closing remarks for the public meeting. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
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	3.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
	3.1 RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED THAT ADDRESS ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES RAISED IN THE EIR
	3.2 RESPONSES TO ORAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT DRAFT EIR PUBLIC MEETING

	The Draft EIR was distributed for public review on August 21, 2020 through October 8, 2020, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. A total of 35 comment letters and emails were received. In addition, verbal comments were received during the Draft EIR public meeting. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), “the lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.” This chapter provides response to written environmental comments received during and after the public comment period, as well as oral environmental comments received during the Draft EIR public meeting. 
	This chapter is organized into two parts: 1) responses to written comments received during the public review period, and 2) responses to oral comments received at the Draft EIR public meeting. Written responses are presented for all comment letters received during and after the public review period, starting with comment letters from agencies and organizations, followed by the comment letters from individuals. The responses to the oral comments received at the Draft EIR public meeting are provided at the end of this chapter. 
	Each letter has been assigned a number code, and individual comments in each letter have also been coded to facilitate responses. For example, the letter from State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is identified at Comment Letter 20, with comments noted as 20-1, 20-2, etc. Copies of each comment letter are provided prior to each response. The comment letters are organized chronologically. Comments that present opinions about the project or that raise issues not directly related to the substance of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR are noted but, in accordance with CEQA, are not required to receive a detailed response. In response to some of the comments received, the text of the EIR has been revised. Refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications, for a list of these changes.
	Table 3-1List of Comment Letters on Draft EIR

	Page # of Response
	Letter No.
	Date of Letter
	Agency/Organization/Individual
	3-4
	August 24, 2020
	Gross, Josh
	1
	3-6
	August 29, 2020
	Hagenburger, Duke
	2
	3-9
	August 29, 2020
	York, Melinda
	3
	3-13
	September 2, 2020
	Balson, Bernice
	4
	3-15
	September 15, 2020
	Savenick, Phil
	5
	3-17
	September 19, 2020
	Skirmuntt, Christine
	6
	3-19
	September 19, 2020
	Ford, Michael
	7
	3-22
	September 24, 2020
	Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson
	8
	3-25
	September 24, 2020
	Goldstine, Josh
	9
	3-27
	September 25, 2020
	Bernstein, Paul
	10
	3-29
	September 27, 2020
	Steger, Donna
	11
	3-31
	September 27, 2020
	Bernstein, Lee
	12
	3-34
	September 29, 2020
	Cipollini, Matthew
	13
	3-37
	September 29, 2020
	Molina, Alexandra
	14
	3-39
	September 29, 2020
	Traconis, Eric
	15
	3-41
	September 29, 2020
	Molina, Laure
	16
	3-43
	September 29, 2020
	Bonert, Michael 
	17
	3-45
	September 29, 2020
	Bonert, Vivien
	18
	The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce
	3-48
	September 29, 2020
	19
	Signed: Todd Johnson
	State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
	3-51
	October 1, 2020
	20
	Signed: Miya Edmonson
	Il Fornaio Restaurant
	3-53
	October 1, 2020
	21
	Signed: Maria D’auria
	3-55
	October 5, 2020
	Lorin, Jeannette
	22
	Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
	3-57
	October 5, 2020
	23
	Signed: Shine Ling, AICP
	Holland & Knight LLP (on behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP
	3-70
	October 6, 2020
	24
	Signed: Ryan Leaderman
	The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills
	3-82
	October 6, 2020
	25
	Signed: Dennis Overstreet
	3-85
	October 6, 2020
	Mashoudy, Harry
	26
	3-88
	October 6, 2020
	Mashoudy, Kayla
	27
	3-91
	October 7, 2020
	Mashoudy, Daniela
	28
	3-94
	October 7, 2020
	Savenick, Phil
	29
	3-97
	October 8, 2020
	Jazzabi, Monica
	30
	3-100
	October 8, 2020
	Anderson, Robert S. 
	31
	3-103
	October 8, 2020
	Norton, Rose
	32
	3-106
	October 8, 2020
	Beverly Hills Historical Society 
	33
	3-109
	October 8, 2020
	Reis, Stephen
	34
	Brickstar Capital, LLC
	3-111
	October 8, 2020
	35
	Signed: David Mirharooni
	Insert Comment Letter 1 
	Gross, Josh (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 1: Gross, Josh
	Response 1-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the overall purpose of the project but does not specify which alternative is preferred. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 2 
	Hagenburger, Duke (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 2: Hagenburger, Duke
	Response 2-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), due to its proximity to the Business Triangle and for its potential to broaden user access. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, the Project site is located within the existing North Beverly Drive public right-of-way (ROW) and is bordered by the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel (formerly known as the Montage Beverly Hills Hotel) to the east, Bank of America Financial Centre offices to the southeast, Union Bank offices to the south, and Chase Bank Offices to the west. The MGM Studios building is located to the north of the Project site and the surrounding area is generally occupied by fitness centers, restaurants, and retail establishments. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 3 
	York, Melinda (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 3 
	York, Melinda (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 3: York, Melinda
	Response 3-1
	The commenter expresses their opposition to any development in the project area, expressing that any digging would impact the land and soil. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, “the site for the Project and Project Alternatives is generally level, which limits the potential for substantial soil erosion. The grading and excavation phase when soils are exposed has the highest potential for erosion. However, the use of standard construction [Best Management Practice] BMPs on the construction site, as required by [Beverly Hills Municipal Code] BHMC Section 9-4-507 (City of Beverly Hills 2019a), would reduce any potentially significant soil erosion impacts. Such BMPs include use of plastic coverings on unprotected areas to eliminate erosion; removal of any sediments tracked offsite by construction vehicles; and use of temporary sediment barriers where necessary. With implementation of these BMPs, construction impacts related to soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be less than significant.” In addition, the Draft EIR includes mitigation requiring a geotechnical exploration to be completed and requires construction methods to be used to reduce potential settlement. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-3
	The commenter expresses that the current Purple Line has resulted in the destruction of existing buildings. The Purple Line Extension went through its own environmental process, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012, which includes more details on how the ROW was evaluated. As described in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative would be constructed within the City’s ROW along Beverly and Canon Drives, and the Canon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be constructed within the current staging yard site for the construction of the Wilshire/Rodeo Station. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-4
	The commenter expresses that the current Purple Line subway has threatened public safety in regard to crime and vandalism. The Purple Line Extension went through its own environmental process, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012, and includes more details on how public safety was evaluated. Public safety is not a required area of analysis under CEQA. However, the Draft EIR does analyze the demand the project may have on public services (police and fire department). None of the alternative locations would have a significant impact on public services, as explained in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-5
	The commenter expresses that the current Purple Line subway has threatened public safety in regard to homelessness. The Purple Line Extension went through its own environmental process, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012, and includes more details on how public safety was evaluated. Public safety is not a required area of analysis under CEQA. However, the Draft EIR does analyze the demand the project may have on public services (police and fire department). None of the alternative locations would have a significant impact on public services, as explained in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-6
	The commenter reiterates their opposition specifically to the Project (Beverly Drive), specifying that commuters can walk and do not need an additional portal and that the current Purple Line lacks parking. As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, one of the primary purposes of the project is to provide direct access from the north side of Wilshire Boulevard to the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line Station. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 3-7
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be the only location the commenter may support. They further state that nevertheless, this location has threatened local business. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be constructed within the current construction staging yard site for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station. Furthermore, if the north entrance/exit construction is awarded to the current Section 2 project contractor, then construction of this alternative would need to be sequenced around their existing work as the new station portal on this site would use a significant portion of this already constrained yard. If the north entrance/exit construction is not awarded to the current Section 2 project contractor, then the work would have to wait until the contractor is finished with the site. A dedicated lane closure on Wilshire Boulevard is assumed. In addition, a full closure on Cañon Drive or use of the parcel adjacent and west of the staging yard site would offset a loss of space in the yard. The construction area would be enclosed by noise barrier fences on all sides. 
	Response 3-8
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the project would cause an earthquake hazard, and that it is not a desirable use of City funds. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, “no active faults are known to cross the Project or Project Alternatives footprints. With compliance with the CBC and UBC regulations, the Project or the Project Alternatives would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. The Project and Project Alternatives are located within the seismically active southern California region, and like all locations within the area, is subject to strong seismic ground shaking. The Project and Project Alternatives would be designed and constructed in accordance with the latest version of the applicable federal, state, and local codes relative to seismic criteria, including the [Uniform Building Code] UBC, [California Building Code] CBC, and City Policy for Site-Specific Seismic Fault Investigations. The impact to people, buildings, or structures on the project site from strong seismic ground shaking would be reduced by the required conformance with applicable building codes and accepted engineering practices. With compliance with existing regulations, construction impacts as a result of strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.” As to use of City funding, this portion of the comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 4 
	Balson, Bernice (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 4: Balson, Bernice
	Response 4-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically for its proximity to commercial uses and Rodeo Drive. As described in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the Project (Beverly Drive) would be located within the ROW on Beverly Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard, which is a key thoroughfare providing a northwest to southeast travelling route through the City of Beverly Hills. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 5
	Savenick, Phil (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 5: Savenick, Phil
	Response 5-1
	The commenter states their opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate in that it does not address public safety in regard to any of the alternative locations. Public safety is not a required area of analysis under CEQA. However, the Draft EIR does analyze the demand the project may have on public services (police and fire department). None of the alternative locations would have a significant impact on public services, as explained in Section 3.11, Public Services of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 6 
	Skirmuntt, Christine (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 6: Skirmuntt, Christine
	Response 6-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifying that the portal should be in a commercial zone and in the closest proximity to Rodeo Drive. As described in Section 2.5, Project Alternatives of the Draft EIR, the Project site is located within the existing North Beverly Drive ROW and is bordered by the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel (formerly known as the Montage Beverly Hills Hotel) to the east, Bank of America Financial Centre offices to the southeast, Union Bank offices to the south, and Chase Bank Offices to the west. The MGM Studios building is located to the north of the Project site and the surrounding area is generally occupied by fitness centers, restaurants, and retail establishments. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 6-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, stating that this location is undesirable and close to residential uses. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2.5, Project Alternatives, the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative is located within the existing North Cañon Drive ROW and is immediately bordered by the Bank of the West office to the west, and Coldwell Banker Real Estate Offices and Spago to the east. On the opposite side of Wilshire Boulevard, East West Bank offices are located to the southeast of this site and US Bank Offices and carpark to the south. These offices provide leased office space to multiple businesses. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 7 
	Ford, Michael (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 7: Ford, Michael
	Response 7-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifying that the portal should not be adjacent to residential uses but should be in close proximity to Rodeo Drive. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 8
	Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 8 
	Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 8: Goldstine, Stephanie Robinson
	Response 8-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that this location would best serve the business district. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 9 
	Goldstine, Josh (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 9 
	Goldstine, Josh (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 9: Goldstine, Josh
	Response 9-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that this location would best serve the business district. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 10 
	Bernstein, Paul (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 10: Bernstein, Paul
	Response 10-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that the alternatives would not be located at a desirable distance. Please refer to Response 61 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 11 
	Steger, Donna (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 11: Steger, Donna
	Response 11-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive) due to its proximity to Rodeo Drive. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 12 
	Bernstein, Lee (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 12: Bernstein, Lee
	Response 12-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive) due to its proximity to Rodeo Drive and the business district. Please refer to Response 6-1 for additional information on surrounding land uses of the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 13 
	Cipollini, Matthew (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 13 
	Cipollini, Matthew (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 13: Cipollini, Matthew
	Response 13-1
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Purple Line stations in Beverly Hills. The Purple Line Extension project conducted a separate environmental analysis to determine the locations of the proposed stations, with the Final EIS/EIR certified in 2012. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-2
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would threaten public safety in regard to crime. Please refer to Response 3-4 which discusses public safety as it relates to the project alternatives. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-3
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would negatively impact population density and that increased pedestrian activity would result in traffic congestion. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 4.3, Growth Inducement, “the fundamental purpose of the Project and Project Alternatives is to provide an entrance/exit to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard thereby delivering improved and direct public access to the Beverly Hills Business Triangle, a prime local and regional destination, and a key hub for tourism, shopping, and dining experiences. The Project and Project Alternatives are expected to improve pedestrian and vehicle access by minimizing pedestrian crossings from the southern to northern sides of Wilshire Boulevard. An increase in Metro Purple Line Extension ridership that would induce growth is not expected to occur as a result of the implementation of the Project and Project Alternatives because a viable station portal would exist on the south side of Wilshire Boulevard. The Project and Project Alternatives would not include the construction of any residential uses or other uses that would result in an increase in the population. Therefore, the Project and Project Alternatives would not result in a direct significant growth-inducing impact related to population.” Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-4
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would negatively impact the environment as it would be an earthquake hazard as well as a methane gas hazard. The Westside Subway Extension Final EIS/EIR identified areas near the Wilshire/Fairfax Station that exhibit high risk methane zones, which would result in significant impacts. However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures GEO-5 and GEO-6, impacts related to methane gas exposure would be reduced to less than significant. During construction, gas monitoring and detection systems and alarms will be installed, as well as ventilation equipment to dissipate gas to safe levels according to Metro’s current design criteria and Cal/OSHA standards for a safe work environment. In addition, tunnels and stations will be designed to provide a redundant protection system against gas intrusion hazards. The primary protection from hazardous gases during operations is provided by the physical barriers (tunnel and station liner membranes) that keep gas out of tunnels and stations.
	As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.6, Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources, “no active faults are known to cross the Project or Project Alternatives footprints. With compliance with the CBC and UBC regulations, the Project or the Project Alternatives would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. The Project and Project Alternatives are located within the seismically active southern California region, and like all locations within the area, is subject to strong seismic ground shaking. The Project and Project Alternatives would be designed and constructed in accordance with the latest version of the applicable federal, state, and local codes relative to seismic criteria, including the [Uniform Building Code] UBC, [California Building Code] CBC, and City Policy for Site-Specific Seismic Fault Investigations. The impact to people, buildings, or structures on the project site from strong seismic ground shaking would be reduced by the required conformance with applicable building codes and accepted engineering practices. With compliance with existing regulations, construction impacts as a result of strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.” Additionally, and as discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, methane “is the main component of natural gas and is associated with agricultural practices and landfills.” The Project and Project Alternatives would not include such uses; further, the Project and Project Alternatives were not found to potentially emit methane during construction or operation, thus falling below permissible threshold and thus not having an impact on the environment. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-5
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would negatively impact the environment as it would increase noise pollution in the community once in operation. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.10, Noise, “the operational components of the Project and Project Alternatives would not include any significant aboveground noise sources. Any noise generated by operational aboveground components such as entrances to stairwells, escalators, and elevators would be below existing ambient noise levels. In addition, the Project and Project Alternatives are not anticipated to generate additional vehicle traffic that would add substantially to the ambient noise levels in the [Resource Study Area] RSA. Therefore, impacts related to operational noise would be less than significant. Any subway-related noise occurring would not be attributable to the Project or Project Alternatives, but to other adjacent Metro operations that would occur regardless of whether the Project or Project Alternatives are constructed.” Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 13-6
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the extension of the Purple Line would degrade the value of homes in the community. As mentioned previously, the Purple Line Extension project completed a separate analysis which was certified in May 2012 and includes the analysis of potential project impacts on surrounding communities. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Insert Comment Letter 14
	Molina, Alexandra (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 14: Molina, Alexandra
	Response 14-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for details on the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 14-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, specifically stating that this location is too close to residential uses and therefore poses a threat to public safety. Please refer to Response 3-4 which discusses public safety as it relates to the project alternatives. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 14-3
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically stating that its close proximity to the business district is desirable. Please refer to Response 2-1 which discuss the Project location and proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 15 
	Traconis, Eric (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 15: Traconis, Eric
	Response 15-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 which discuss the Project location and proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 15-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, specifically stating that this location is too close to residential uses and therefore poses a threat to public safety. Please refer to Response 3-4 for information regarding public safety. This comment does not state a specific about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 15-3
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically stating that its close proximity to the business district is desirable. Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 16 
	Molina, Laure (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 16: Molina, Laure
	Response 16-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 16-2
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, specifically stating that this location is too close to residential uses and therefore poses a threat to public safety. Please refer to Response 3-4 for information on public safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 16-3
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically stating that its close proximity to the business district is desirable. Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 17
	Bonert, Michael (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 17: Bonert, Michael 
	Response 17-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 18 
	Bonert, Vivien (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 18: Bonert, Vivien 
	Response 18-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 19 
	The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 19 
	The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 19: The City of Beverly Hills Chamber of Commerce 
	Response 19-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for information regarding the Project’s proximity to the business district. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 19-2
	The commenter recommends additional design elements for the Project (Beverly Drive), including an additional escalator, public restrooms, options for updating the right-hand turn lane at North Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard, and shuttle buses to transport subway users to other areas in the community. Due to the location of the Project along the west side of Beverly Drive, as well as subsurface easements and basements that limit the size of the Project, there would not be sufficient space for an additional escalator or for public restrooms. However, the City will provide a separate response to inform decision making on the portal location selection. The comments regarding updating the right-hand turn lane at North Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard, and for shuttle buses to transport subway users to other areas in the community are acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 19-3
	The commenter expresses their desire to see a collaboration between the City and Chamber to ensure businesses in the community are not impacted by road closures during construction of the Project (Beverly Drive). As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2.6, Construction Scenario, work would proceed over longer shift durations and behind a K Rail barrier and would follow the work hours stated in the MOA between the City and Metro. Pedestrian routes between Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard would require detouring via the next block. After the piling and associated activities, traffic control and site boundary could return to the previous state and the closure of a second lane of westbound Wilshire Boulevard would no longer be required. It is likely that eight metered street parking spaces (four on each side of North Beverly Drive) and the existing shuttle zone adjacent to the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel would be temporarily removed during construction. In addition, bus stops located on Wilshire Boulevard were relocated away from the construction zone as part of the Section 2 Purple Line project. The relocation of any bus stops would be determined in consultation with relevant bus service providers and the City of Beverly Hills. In addition, the City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not required analysis under CEQA.
	Insert Comment Letter 20
	State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 20 
	State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 20: State of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
	Response 20-1
	The commenter expresses that the alternative locations being considered would not have adverse impacts on existing State transportation facilities. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
	Response 20-2
	The commenter recommends that to ensure pedestrian safety, as the project would increase pedestrian traffic, physical design methods such as bike lanes, sidewalks, pedestrian refuge islands, landscaping, street furniture, and reductions in crossing distances through roadway narrowing, as well as signage for such infrastructure, should be implemented. As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, one of the primary purposes of the project is to provide direct access from the north side of Wilshire Boulevard to the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line Station, as well as to increase pedestrian safety. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
	Response 20-3
	The commenter advises that construction vehicles affiliated with the Project are required to obtain a transportation permit if the vehicles are to travel on State highways. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
	Insert Comment Letter 21 
	Il Fornaio Restaurant (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 21: Il Fornaio Restaurant
	Response 21-1
	The commenter expresses their opposition to the Project (Beverly Drive) and Project Alternatives. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 21-2
	The commenter expresses their concern for the future of the restaurant, stating that the construction period and affiliated road closures would negatively impact business, especially during the current conditions of the COVID-19 pandemic. An economic analysis of impacts on businesses is not required under CEQA. However, the City is conducting an economic analysis and those results will be communicated at future City Council meeting(s) where the project will be considered. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 21-3
	The commenter notes that the Draft EIR does not mention impacts to the community and alleges that the Draft EIR wrongfully compares the Project to the Project Alternatives regarding this type of impact, stating that they would not have similar impacts. Discussions of possible impacts to the surrounding community are addressed in a majority of the environmental sections of the Draft EIR. For example, noise impacts on residential uses in the area (Section 3.10, Noise) and air quality impacts to local sensitive receptors or uses in the community (Section 3.2, Air Quality) are discussed in the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 22 
	Lorin, Jeanette (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 22: Lorin, Jeanette
	Response 22-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 23 
	Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 23: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
	Response 23-1
	The commenter expresses introductory comments and their appreciation for the ongoing coordination between the City and Metro to implement the Westside Purple Line Extension. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. However, the City appreciates Metro’s review of the Draft EIR, as well as the ongoing coordination efforts taking place related to the Project and the larger Westside Purple Line Extension project. 
	Response 23-2
	The commenter expresses clarification on the height of the vertical shaft at the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. The project element in question is a ventilation shaft providing both intake and discharge functions. Regarding the starting point below grade, per Metro construction drawings, this structure is designed to connect to the main station box currently under construction in order to provide ventilation needs. Regarding the height above grade, in order to be consistent with Metro’s Design Criteria and Standards – Adjacent Construction Design Manual Section 3.3, air discharge may not take place within 40 feet of a station entrance or portal. The height of this portal is 12 feet; therefore, the top of the ventilation shaft will be 52 feet above grade in order to be consistent with the Metro Design Criteria and Standards. 
	Response 23-3
	The commenter reiterates their appreciation for the ongoing coordination between the City and Metro, which includes technical and design review in order to ensure safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. However, the City agrees that technical review and coordination on design and construction are essential for a safe and successful project.
	Insert Comment Letter 24 
	Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) (Page 1 of 12)
	Insert Comment Letter 24 
	Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) (Page 2 of 12)
	Insert Comment Letter 24 
	Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) (Page 3 of 12)
	Insert Comment Letter 24 
	Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) (Page 4 of 12)
	Insert Comment Letter 24 
	Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) (Page 5 of 12)
	Insert Comment Letter 24 
	Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) (Page 6 of 12)
	Insert Comment Letter 24 
	Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) (Page 7 of 12)
	Insert Comment Letter 24 
	Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) (Page 8 of 12)
	Insert Comment Letter 24 
	Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) (Page 9 of 12)
	Insert Comment Letter 24 
	Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) (Page 10 of 12)
	Insert Comment Letter 24 
	Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) (Page 11 of 12)
	Insert Comment Letter 24 
	Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP) (Page 12 of 12)
	Comment Letter 24: Holland & Knight, LLP (On behalf of Beverly Wilshire Owner LP)
	Response 24-1
	The commenter expresses introductory remarks and explains that the comment letter is in regards to 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and 235-296 Beverly Drive (the “Properties”), which occupy the entire western side of Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way. The owner of the Properties is Beverly Wilshire Owner LP (“BW”). It is stated that the Project analyzed in the Draft EIR is “highly problematic.” Lastly, the commenter summarizes the contents of the letter and the areas of concern regarding pedestrian conflicts, traffic, construction impacts, an existing easement, project goals, and significant environmental impacts. Detailed responses to these specific areas of concern are located below in Response 24-2 through Response 24-16. 
	Response 24-2
	The commenter summarizes that the Draft EIR does not include an accurate and informative description of baseline environmental conditions, list proposed entitlements and permits, and include a stable and accurate project description. The commenter then discusses detailed comments regarding BW’s existing easement beneath the entirety of Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive sidewalks, adjacent to the location of the Project (Beverly Drive). The commenter also provided survey plans that show the location of the subsurface easement.
	It should be noted that a detailed design of the Project (Beverly Drive) has not been completed and is not required to be completed for the Draft EIR under CEQA. As such, the level of detail of all figures, graphics, and site plans in the Draft EIR that illustrate the Project are at a conceptual level. A conceptual outline of the basement associated with 9465 Wilshire Boulevard is shown on Figure 2-7 of Chapter 2, Project Description within the Draft EIR. The detailed design of the Project has not yet been completed. However, the City and project team have conducted an initial review of the detailed survey plans of the subsurface easement provided by the commenter. It has been determined that, although the existing easement would be located adjacent to the Project subsurface concourse level, the Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. As such, Figure 2-7 has been revised to illustrate this in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of the Final EIR. In addition, clarifications have been made in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, which can be reviewed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. If the Beverly Drive location is selected, as part of the future detailed design process, encroachment onto the existing subsurface easement would be avoided. In addition, the City would coordinate with BW as needed in the process of completing the final design and constructing the North Portal.
	In addition, the City holds an easement in, over, and under the subject property described as 9465 Wilshire boulevard for a subway portal (City Agreement No. 95-08; Los Angeles County Recorder No. 20080929154), which was granted to the City in 2008, long after the 1960 easement discussed in the comment. The easement grants the City use of that property for “the construction, operation, maintenance, improvement and repair/replacement (as necessary) of an entrance or ‘portal’ (and related improvements) to a subway station to be constructed under Wilshire Boulevard in the City of Beverly Hills, California.” The only limitations on the use of this property for a subway portal is that the surface area at ground level may not exceed 300 square feet, the portal may not block access or materially affect the structural integrity of the building or cause the loss of parking spaces on the property. As described above, the City does not anticipate encroaching into the property and existing easement in order to build the North Portal. In the unlikely event that an encroachment is required during the final design process, the City would verify that the encroachment is consistent with the terms of the 2008 subway portal easement.
	Related to the discussion above, the commenter states that Figure 2-7 in the Draft EIR shows the Project’s use of the sidewalk subsurface, particularly in the area closest to Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, the commenter states that Figure 2-4 in the Draft EIR shows the Project within the easement area. As stated above, a review of the detailed survey plan has been conducted and Figure 2-7 has been revised for accuracy to show that the Project subsurface concourse level would not encroach onto the existing easement. Figure 2-4 represents only a conceptual level of detail that is not to scale. Due to the angle of the aerial photography that was available for use in the figure, the sidewalk along the west side of Beverly Drive is not completely visible as it is blocked by the multi-level building at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard. As such, the illustration of the Project on this figure should be considered conceptual. In addition, a detailed design has not yet been completed. However, a review of the detailed survey plan has been conducted and the Project subsurface concourse level would not encroach onto the existing easement. If the Beverly Drive location is selected, as part of the future detailed design process, encroachment onto the existing subsurface easement would be avoided. 
	The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include a description of the existing easement as part of the description of the existing environmental setting. A conceptual outline of the basement associated with 9465 Wilshire Boulevard is shown on Figure 2-7 of Chapter 2, Project Description within the Draft EIR. The detailed design of the Project has not yet been completed. However, the City and project team has conducted an initial review of the detailed survey plans of the subsurface easement provided by the commenter. It has been determined that, although the existing easement would be located adjacent to the Project subsurface concourse level, the Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. As such, Figure 2-7 has been revised to illustrate this in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of the Final EIR. In addition, clarifications have been made in Chapter 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR, which can be reviewed in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. The clarifications include details regarding the existing easement. No modification of the existing easement would be necessary.
	A discussion of the permits and approvals required to implement the Project or a Project Alternative is included in Section 2.9 (Required Permits and Approvals). 
	Response 24-3
	The commenter states that the Draft EIR provides conflicting locations for the Project (Beverly Drive) and that, as a result, a stable and accurate project description is not provided in the EIR. To exemplify the point the commenter states that Figure 2-4, Figure 2-7, and Figure 3.1-1 are not consistent in terms of the location or configuration of the Project. Figure 2-4 and Figure 3.11 are meant to be conceptual overviews of the Project. As mentioned in Response 24-2, Figure 2-7 has been revised and is included in Chapter 2, Modifications and Clarifications of the Final EIR. 
	The location of the Project can be viewed on Figure 2-3 of the Draft EIR (Location of the Project [Beverly Drive] and Project Alternatives). Detailed and consistent narrative descriptions of the location of the Project can be found in multiple sections or subsections of the Draft EIR including Executive Summary on page ES-3 and Section 2.4 Project Setting and Location. A detailed narrative description of the Project characteristics can be found in Executive Summary on page ES-5 and Section 2.5 Project Alternatives. As previously mentioned in Response 24-2, the detailed design of the Project has not yet been completed. However, the City and project team have conducted an initial review of the detailed survey plans of the subsurface easement provided by the commenter. It has been determined that, although the existing easement would be located adjacent to the Project subsurface concourse level, the Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. The detailed design process would avoid the conflict with the easement. 
	Response 24-4
	The commenter states that the proposed sidewalk configuration for the Project (Beverly Drive) along the west side of Beverly Drive is not accurately depicted on Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7. It should be noted that these figures depict the Project and a conceptual level, and do not represent detailed design. Please refer to Response 24-2 above. Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7 have been updated to provide clarification and are located in Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. There would be adequate pedestrian space on the sidewalk and the Project would not encroach onto the existing easement. 
	Response 24-5
	The commenter states that the Project (Beverly Drive) fails to achieve two of the stated project objectives related to improving pedestrian flow and avoiding significant degradation of vehicular flow in the vicinity of the Wilshire/Rodeo Purple Line Station and minimizing pedestrian street crossings on Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, the commenter includes several goals and policies in the City’s General Plan Circulation Element related to roadway and intersection improvements, maintaining vehicle flows on City roadways and intersections, and maintaining operations on regional roadways and states that there is no analysis in the Draft EIR to support the conclusions that there are no conflicts with these goals and policies. The commenter specifically mentions the removal of the southbound right-turn lane at the Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard intersection. 
	Regarding the comments related to the City’s General Plan Circulation Element, all of the goals and policies noted in the comment letter are regarding traffic operations and congestion. As discussed in Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR, Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) directed the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines to establish new criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts and define alternative metrics for traffic level of service (LOS). Specifically, SB 743 results in the elimination of auto delay, LOS, and other similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as a basis for determining significant impacts for transportation projects under CEQA. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project would have a significant impact related to transportation if it would conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system. The Project would not conflict with the specific goals and policies mentioned in the comment letter. Additionally, the City’s Circulation Element goals and policies related to the Draft EIR were described in Section 3.12.1 and included a variety of goals related to the overall circulation system, transit, neighborhood traffic management, transportation demand management, and pedestrians and bikeways. In addition, it should also be noted that General Plan Circulation Element goal/policy CIR 1.4a included in the comment letter states that congestion may be accepted, provided that provisions are made to improve the overall system and/or promote non-motorized transportation, such as bicycling and walking. The Project would provide a secondary access point to serve the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, which would support non-automobile travel, and reduce vehicle travel, in the City. As a result, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 presumes that the Project would cause a less than significant transportation impact.
	Regarding the removal of the southbound right-turn lane at the Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard intersection, Fehr & Peers prepared a Traffic Operations Report showing intersection operations (LOS) with lane geometry changes adjacent to the Project. This report was not included in the Draft EIR since LOS is no longer considered a CEQA impact. However, the results of this report were used to inform the final considerations for the North Portal design options and the report has been included as an attachment to the Final EIR for background informational purposes only (see Appendix A). The intersection of Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard was studied with existing and future traffic volumes with the removal of the right-turn lane. The forecasted increase in delay would not exceed the City’s criteria for indicating a substantial delay increase under cumulative conditions, which is defined as 10 seconds or more for LOS D and 5 seconds or more for LOS E/F at a signalized intersection. Under existing plus project conditions, the forecasted increase in delay would be 5 seconds. The comment provides no evidence for the bottleneck conditions that it states would occur with the removal of the right-turn lane with the Project. In addition, the existing illegal left-turns from southbound Beverly Drive onto eastbound Wilshire Boulevard noted in the comment would not be affected by the Project and can be reduced through additional enforcement. The City previously eliminated this southbound left-turn movement to improve traffic flows along Beverly Drive and has installed high-visibility lighted signage indicating this movement is not permitted.
	The commenter claims that bottleneck conditions resulting from the Project’s removal of the majority of the southbound right-turn pocket and the elimination of the northbound turn lane into the parking garage on the west side of North Beverly Drive just south of the mid-block signalized crosswalk would increase vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the area due to drivers avoiding gridlock conditions. As stated above, the comment provides no evidence of the bottleneck conditions that it claims would occur and attributing this perceived impact to the Project is speculative, at best. In addition, the Business Triangle provides a grid network of roadways with multiple options for traveling to the local business and through the area. As stated in Section 3.12.2, transportation projects that reduce, or have no impact on, VMT should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact. According to OPR, the types of transportation projects that would likely lead to a measurable and substantial increase in vehicle travel generally include the addition of a through lane on existing or new roadways and highways. OPR further states a variety of project types that would not likely lead to a substantial or measurable increase in vehicle travel including the installation, removal, or reconfiguration of travel lanes at an intersection, the reduction in the number of through lanes, the removal of on-street parking, and the conversion of a general purpose lane to a transit lane. The Project does neither of those things.
	The comment also claims that bottleneck conditions with the removal of the southbound right-turn pocket would create an unacceptable hazard to emergency access vehicles. As described under Impact TR-4 in Section 3.12.4, the Project would not change emergency access in the study area, and fire, police, and medical personnel generally access the station area from areas north and east of the Project site. Given that the Project would not change emergency access in the study area and would provide a secondary access point to the subway station, the Project would not have an impact on emergency access. 
	A footnote provided by the commenter states that the shifting of vehicular traffic to the east as a result of the Project was not addressed in the Draft EIR. As described under Impact TR-3 in Section 3.12.4, the Project would require removal of the majority of the southbound right-turn pocket. The configuration would consist of one through lane and one shared through-right-turn lane on the southbound Beverly Drive approach. A minimal amount of storage (length of one vehicle) would be provided to allow vehicles turning right onto Wilshire Boulevard to yield to pedestrians. Lane geometries on Wilshire Boulevard would remain as existing. As stated, the new configuration would be designed using current roadway and intersection design guidelines as specified in the California Highway Design Manual (California Department of Transportation, 2019), and no design exceptions are anticipated. Consequently, the modified intersection configuration is not anticipated to contain any hazardous geometric design features and the impact would be less than significant.
	The commenter states that while the Project may result in some subway riders not crossing Wilshire Boulevard at-grade, the Project has not committed to providing signage to direct pedestrians in the underground station, and therefore, additional pedestrian crossings would further impact intersection operations at Beverly Drive. Further, it is stated that the safety implications of reducing one lane of traffic with substantially increased pedestrian traffic were not accounted for in the EIR. Without the Project, all subway riders that have an origin or destination in the Golden Triangle would need to cross Wilshire Boulevard. While the Project cannot be guaranteed to eliminate all Wilshire Boulevard pedestrian crossings between the Wilshire/Rodeo Station and the Golden Triangle, the number of pedestrian crossings would be reduced. As with all Metro stations, the Wilshire/Rodeo Station would contain wayfinding signage to direct passengers to the appropriate portal location based on their destination. Therefore, the Project is expected to reduce pedestrian crossings at the Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive intersection which would result in fewer interactions between vehicles and pedestrians in the Project area.
	Regarding comments related to safety, the commenter notes that the Beverly Hills Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft form) identifies Wilshire Boulevard as having the most injury collisions in the City and that bicycle safety should be considered on Beverly Drive. As described in Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR, the City is currently undertaking several planning efforts to improve conditions for all travelers on Wilshire Boulevard and in the study area. The City of Beverly Hills Draft Complete Streets Plan creates a blueprint for transportation improvements that balances the needs of all road users: bicyclists, pedestrians, transit riders, and motorists. The goal of the plan is to provide more options for people to choose the mode that best works for their trip type, and a network of streets where individual modes would be prioritized. The Connect Beverly Hills project will incorporate concepts from the City’s Complete Streets Plan to show placement of transportation enhancements associated with streetscape improvements along Wilshire Boulevard near the future Wilshire/Rodeo Station.
	In addition, it should be noted to the commenter that an analysis of land use and planning consistency, including with the City’s General Plan, can be found in Section 4.1.2 of the Draft EIR. Applicable General Plan policies related to hazards are discussed in Section 3.8.1 of the Draft EIR. 
	Response 24-6
	The commenter states that the Project does not consider pick-up and drop-off activity generated by the Wilshire/Rodeo Station and specifically notes CEQA Appendix G Transportation Question C regarding whether a project would substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature. The commenter also notes that off-street pick-up and drop-off areas should be identified, such as the parking garage on the east side of Beverly Drive. 
	The Draft EIR considers the potential impacts of the Project and Project Alternatives. In addition to potential CEQA transportation impacts, the effects of potential pick-up/drop-off locations were evaluated in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR. There are no designated loading areas that have been identified to serve the south portal location currently under construction. Therefore, the Project and Project Alternatives considered adjacent loading areas that could serve all passengers traveling to the Wilshire/Rodeo Station by private vehicle. The pick-up and drop-off evaluation for the Project focused on on-street loading options on North Beverly Drive. As shown in Table 3.12-4 and Figure 3.12-5 of the Draft EIR, the potential loading zones would occur along the curb on North Beverly Drive and result in the loss of on-street parking. However, the loading zones would not result in the loss of vehicular travel lanes. In coordination with Transportation Network Companies (TNCs), the loading zones would include geofencing to direct drivers traveling to the station to the designated loading locations. Geofencing is defined as a predetermined location in which passengers are dropped off or picked-up, and can be implemented when drivers enter a specific destination into their rideshare app, such as the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, or enter an address within a defined geography. The geofenced loading zones can be designated by the City through publication of the coordinates for the geofenced zones that are used by TNCs. This is a standard industry practice of TNCs. 
	The Draft EIR also discusses the potential for pick-up and drop-off activity to occur in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage as requested in the comment. If on-street loading areas are unable to accommodate all pick-up/drop-off activity and/or if the City decides to promote pick-up/drop-off activity in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage, off-street loading for the Wilshire/Rodeo Station could occur in this location. Vehicles would be able to enter/exit the garage at the two driveways provided on North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard. It is anticipated that passengers could potentially be dropped off near the existing elevators on the north side of the upper floor of the parking garage. Please refer to Response PT-35 for detailed information on potential garage circulation. 
	The commenter also states that the introduction of a 12-foot-high building inches away from moving traffic would visually and unsafely block visibility for the Beverly Drive mid-block crosswalk and the Property’s driveway. The City and project team performed a sight distance analysis for the conceptual design of Project. The Sight Distance Analysis Memorandum can be found attached to this Final EIR (Appendix B). As a result of the analysis, it was concluded that that southbound vehicles on Beverly Drive approaching to turn right onto Wilshire Boulevard would have sight distance that is consistent with both Caltrans requirements and the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials AASHTO’s A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (Green Book). Similarly, vehicles traveling southbound on Beverly Drive approaching the left-turn lane would also have sight distances consistent with both requirements. Sight distance for both vehicles and pedestrians would be considered during the detailed design phase. 
	Response 24-7
	The commenter states that construction impacts would occur on Beverly Drive, and specifically states that emergency vehicle access and replacement valet parking and drop-off at no cost to adjacent property owners should be addressed in Mitigation Measures TRA-A and TRA-D.
	Mitigation Measure TRA-A requires that Traffic Control Plans be developed to minimize construction impacts for each work zone location. Traffic Control Plans would be prepared according to State guidelines and standards and approved by the City prior to implementation and would encompass the necessary components of the street network effected by construction activities, such as temporary lane closures, detour routes, and temporary business access. 
	While TRA-A is focused on traffic control during construction, TRA-C addresses parking management during construction. TRA-C states that a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) would be prepared and submitted to the City for review and approval prior to implementation. The TMP would include public information regarding construction activities, traveler information, incident management, demand management strategies, and expected construction activities. In addition, the TMP would include parking management to minimize the effects of temporary parking removal during construction and identify adequate off-street parking locations for construction workers. TRA-C also states that development of the parking management strategies would be coordinated with the adjacent property owners. The commenter’s request to replace valet parking operations at no cost to the adjacent property owners is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Mitigation Measure TRA-D states that emergency vehicle access would be maintained at all times to the construction work site, adjacent businesses, and adjacent residential areas. Emergency vehicle access would also be maintained at all times to and from fire stations, hospitals, and medical facilities near the construction site and along the haul routes. Construction activities, road closures, and lane closures would be coordinated with local law enforcement and fire department officials prior to implementation.
	Response 24-8
	The commenter questions the use of soldier piles to construct the Project (Beverly Drive) and the potential noise and vibrations that could result from this construction technique. The noise and vibration analysis assumed that all piling would be pre-augured (predrilled) rather than driven with an impact or vibratory pile driver. The pre-augured or pre-drilled piling would result in a reduced amount of noise and vibration as compared to the more invasive method of pile driving with an impact or vibratory pile driver. An additional alternative construction method was not required as the Project assumed the least invasive method. To this end a vibration reference level for pre-drilled piling (caisson drilling) of 0.089 peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet was used for piling, in accordance with Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Response 24-9
	The commenter states that the historic building located at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard should result in the application of a more conservative construction vibration analysis threshold. The commenter suggests using the most restrictive vibration limit (potential damage threshold of 0.12 PPV inches per second [in/sec]) due to the City's classification of the building as a historic resource. However, this classification as a historic resource, as described in the commenter’s footnote in the comment letter, is related to the unique or historic architectural elements rather than just the age of the building, construction type or sensitivity to vibration. Section 3.4 Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR identifies 9465 Wilshire Boulevard as having been constructed in 1960-1962, which is not particularly old in terms of vibration sensitivity (for example, compared to a pre-1950's building which often used lath and plaster wall construction, which is much more susceptible to cracking due to excessive vibration). The FTA Building/Structure Category 11, Engineered Concrete and Masonry/No Plaster (FTA Table 7-5), with a vibration velocity threshold of 0.3 PPV in/sec., was determined to be appropriate threshold for this building. While the building has historical architectural features, it is not considered to be a fragile historic building from a vibration damage perspective. As a comparison, the type of historic structure that would warrant the Category IV "building extremely susceptible to vibration damage" vibration threshold of threshold of 0.12 PPV in/sec., for example would be a building similar to the Avila Adobe structure on Olvera Street in downtown Los Angeles; an original adobe structure built in 1818 and one of the oldest standing structures in the region. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Related to this topic, the commenter questions the construction vibration analysis assumptions regarding the distance between the historic building located at 9465 Wilshire Boulevard and Project construction. The distance considered for construction vibration was calculated using the conceptual construction drawing included as part of the Constructability Report prepared by a Metro consultant for the Project in 2019. The analysis considers the distance from the potential vibratory equipment to the building, not just the edge of the construction area to the building. The vibratory equipment is not necessarily located at the edge of the construction area nearest to the building. This drawing indicated a distance between the building footprint and the closest pile locations in the construction area of approximately 17 feet, which was used in the vibration analysis. As previously mentioned, Figure 2-6 of the Draft EIR has been revised for further clarity to respond to the comment. However, it should be noted that Figure 2-6 is a conceptual plan of the street level propose for the Project, and not a detailed construction drawing.
	As a result of the response provided above, a new analysis of construction vibration utilizing the more conservative threshold and calculating a closer distance between the building and the vibratory equipment is not warranted. As such, the impact remains less than significant, and the addition of mitigation and recirculation of the Draft EIR mentioned by the commenter is not required. As mentioned in Section 2.6 (Construction Scenario) of the Draft EIR, the entire construction process would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the Section 2 Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which is currently in place between the City and Metro. The MOA is enforceable and requires limitation on the use of vibratory equipment, requires avoidance of certain equipment or methods completely, and outlines use of a monitor for applicable vibration thresholds. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Response 24-10
	The commenter states that Mitigation Measure CUL-B would require a pre-construction survey related to the historic building, that mitigation is deferred, and no measures are shown to ensure construction vibration impacts would remain less than significant. The pre-construction surveys would ascertain the conditions of the building and area at the time directly prior to construction as conditions can change slightly over periods of time. As mentioned in Section 2.6 (Construction Scenario) of the Draft EIR, the entire construction process would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which is currently in place between the City and Metro. The MOA is enforceable and requires limitation on the use of vibratory equipment to reduce potential impacts to adjacent buildings, requires avoidance of certain equipment or methods completely, and outlines use of a monitor for applicable vibration thresholds. A clarification has been made regarding this topic, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Response 24-11
	The commenter supports the proposed Mitigation Measures NOI-A and NOI-B, but states that construction noticing to commercial tenants and owners is not included in Mitigation Measures NOI-G and NOI-H. A minor clarification to the mitigation measures has been made regarding construction noticing to commercial properties, please refer to Chapter 2, Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. 
	Response 24-12
	The commenter states that mitigation is needed related to utility relocations and noticing to businesses for upcoming utility interruptions. As mentioned in Section 2.6 (Construction Scenario) of the Draft EIR, the construction process including utility relocations would be required to follow the applicable measures and provisions within the MOA, which is currently in place between the City and Metro. The MOA is enforceable and requires advance notification for all construction activities, including any planned service interruptions. The commenter’s request for more than a 30-day notice of potential utility relocations is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Regarding the proposed temporary removal of the canopy along the east elevation of 9465 Wilshire Boulevard, the Draft EIR includes mitigation to reduce potential impacts. As stated in Section 3.4.5 (Cultural Resources, Mitigation Measures) of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure CUL-A would be implemented to require a treatment plan for the removal and reinstatement be in place prior to removal of the canopy. Also, a qualified monitor would be required to ensure that the treatment plan is implemented appropriately and to provide a monitoring report or memorandum documenting the removal and reinstatement of the canopy. Related to the potential utility relocations for the Project (Beverly Drive), Section 2.6.3 (Construction Scenario, Utilities) of the Draft EIR states that the final scope of required utility relocations would be confirmed in the detailed design phase. 
	Response 24-13
	The commenter states that the Project (Beverly Drive) should have robust lighting, patrols, and safety protocols to ensure safety during operations. Under Impact AES-4 within Section 4.1 Aesthetics and Visual Quality of the Draft EIR, it states that during operations the Project and Project Alternatives would include new exterior and interior security lighting around and within the new portal. The new standard lighting would be directed away from sensitive areas, as feasible. In addition, the new operational lighting would be in compliance with applicable City regulations related to lighting. In addition, all Metro Purple Line stations, including the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, would have strategically placed Metro Video Security System (MVSS) cameras for monitoring passenger platforms, ticket vending machines, fare gates, and other critical areas. The Beverly Hills Police Department or the Los Angeles County Sheriff Department, Transit Services Bureau would provide security and general law enforcement services at stations. In addition, the Metro Transit Security Department would provide security for issues related to revenue collection, special events requiring crowd control, security sweeps and closing and opening of subway stations each day, as well as some property security. In addition, security provisions would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. 
	Response 24-14
	The commenter states that mitigation would be needed related to public services during operations, specifically the perception that the Project (Beverly Drive) could attract homeless populations, loitering, and or undesirable activities. These are not issues that are required to be analyzed under CEQA. However, refer to Response 24-13 above. The Beverly Hills Police Department or the Sheriff’s Department and the Metro Transit Security Department would provide security services to ensure safety during the operational phase. In addition, security provisions would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 24-15
	The commenter expresses support for increased mobility. The commenter then generally summarizes the concerns previously mentioned in the comment letter. 
	Refer to Response 24-2 through Response 24-4 regarding the existing easement.
	Refer to Response 24-5 through Response 24-7 regarding vehicular conflicts with pedestrians and transportation mitigation.
	Refer to Response 24-5and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security.
	Refer to Response 24-8 through Response 24-11 regarding noise and vibration.
	The commenter states that additional alternatives should have been considered to enhance pedestrian safety, such as a full tunnel under or a bridge over Wilshire Boulevard. In addition, general concerns regarding existing businesses and street closures during construction are expressed. One of the primary goals of the project is to reduce pedestrian street crossings. Compared to only having the south portal location, which is under construction, the inclusion of the proposed north portal potentially at the Beverly Drive location, would reduce the number of pedestrian crossings required to get to the Golden Triangle. In addition, the City is preparing an economic analysis related to impacts to businesses during construction. This analysis is not required under CEQA and will be provided for informational purposes at the upcoming City Council meeting(s) considering the Project and Project Alternatives as the location for the portal.
	The commenter states that one of the Project Alternatives should be selected, if any, and not the Project (Beverly Drive). The comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 24-16
	The commenter provided an attachment containing the detailed survey plans of the existing easement, which has been reviewed and is discussed above under Response 24-2 through Response 24-4. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 25
	The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 25
	The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 25: The Wine Merchant Beverly Hills
	Response 25-1
	The commenter expresses opposition to the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 25-2
	The commenter expresses that the construction schedule and scope, including road closures, for the Project (Beverly Drive) would be detrimental for the operation of their business as it would hinder vehicle and pedestrian access as well as limit parking. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. As stated in Section 2.6.2 (Laydown and Staging) sidewalk access to businesses adjacent to the construction site would be maintained during certain phases of construction. The City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). However, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 25-3
	The commenter continues to express apprehension regarding road closures due to Project (Beverly Drive) construction, stating that if this does indeed negatively impact their businesses, the business is not eligible for certain relief funds. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. As stated in Section 2.6.2 (Laydown and Staging) sidewalk access to businesses adjacent to the construction site would be maintained during construction. The City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impacts the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). However, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 25-4
	The commenter expresses that the Project (Beverly Drive) would eliminate street parking and a loading zone utilized by their business, negatively impacting their revenue and inventory. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 25-5
	The commenter reiterates their objection to the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that it would negatively impact their business. Refer to Response 25-1 through Response 25-4 above. 
	Insert Comment Letter 26
	Mashoudy, Harry (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 26
	Mashoudy, Harry (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 26: Mashoudy, Harry
	Response 26-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 27 
	Mashoudy, Kayla (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 27 
	Mashoudy, Kayla (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 27: Mashoudy, Kayla
	Response 27-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 28 
	Mashoudy, Daniela (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 28 
	Mashoudy, Daniela (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 28: Mashoudy, Daniela
	Response 28-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 29 
	Savenick, Phil (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 29 
	Savenick, Phil (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 29: Savenick, Phil
	Response 29-1
	The commenter states that any approved portal project must prioritize safety. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 29-2
	The commenter states that any approved portal must address the lack of stoplights and crosswalks in that location. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 29-3
	The commenter states that any approved portal project should be located in the business district and not on a residential street, and that the design should be a station rather than a portal. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 29-4
	The commenter states that any project that utilizes an existing lane of Wilshire Boulevard for passenger loading would cause further traffic issues already experienced in the area. As explained in Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR, passenger loading is not proposed along Wilshire Boulevard for the Project or Project Alternatives. 
	Response 29-5
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Response 29-6
	The commenter expresses their desire for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, to include security, restrooms, a way-finding center, sufficient crosswalk and sidewalk widths for pedestrian traffic and outdoor dining, and to design all of these features with social distancing measures in mind. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Additional unavailable space potentially on the street level and the subsurface levels would be required to add more elements to the portal. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 29-7
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, emphasizing that the portal should operate more as a station and welcome center to entice visitation. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 29-8
	The commenter states that any approved portal project should provide off-street loading. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading options for the Project and Project Alternatives. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 30 
	Jazzabi, Monica (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 30: Jazzabi, Monica
	Response 30-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 31 
	Anderson, Robert S. (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 31 
	Anderson, Robert S. (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 31: Anderson, Robert S.
	Response 31-1
	The commenter expresses their support for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, stating that this design would allow for easy passenger drop off and pick up. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading options for the Project and Project Alternatives. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 31-2
	The commenter expresses their desire for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, to include a grand entrance with a police substation, restrooms, a way-finding center, sufficient crosswalk and sidewalk widths for pedestrian traffic and outdoor dining, and to design all of these features with social distancing measures in mind. This comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the adequacy of the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 31-4
	The commenter reiterates their support for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, emphasizing that the portal should operate more as a station and welcome center to entice visitation. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 32
	Norton, Rose (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 32
	Norton, Rose (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 32: Norton, Rose
	Response 32-1
	The commenter expresses their support for moving a portal to the north side of Wilshire Boulevard. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 32-2
	The commenter expresses that the Reeves Drive station does not have an adequate stoplight or crosswalk. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 32-3
	The commenter expresses that the Project and Project Alternatives lack space for restrooms, a security station, parking, or loading zones, and eliminate street parking which is expressed to be a negative impact. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. However, Section 2.5 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR states that the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would include restrooms on the street level. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading and drop-off/pick-up options for the Project and Project Alternatives. Furthermore, the City is working with Metro to ensure that restrooms are made available to subway riders. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 32-4
	The commenter expresses concern about closing Beverly Drive for construction as it would negatively impact access to the area. An economic analysis of impacts on businesses in the area is not required under CEQA. However, the City is conducting an economic analysis and those results will be communicated at future City Council meeting(s) considering the project. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Response 32-5
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative. The Final EIR process, including future approval of one of the three portal locations, is discussed in Section 1.3 (Final EIR) of this Final EIR. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 33 
	Beverly Hills Historical Society (Page 1 of 2)
	Insert Comment Letter 33 
	Beverly Hills Historical Society (Page 2 of 2)
	Comment Letter 33: Beverly Hills Historical Society 
	Response 33-1
	The commenter expresses that the Project and Project Alternatives in the Draft EIR do not deliver the solution of a new station, only a portal. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Response 33-2
	The commenter expresses that the Project and Project Alternatives in the Draft EIR do not include desirable restrooms or a security station, and that the Draft EIR does not provide adequate diagrams/drawings for project plans in order to properly visualize it. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Section 2.5 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR states that the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would include restrooms on the street level, and the City is working with Metro to provide restrooms for subway riders. In addition, Figure 2-5, Figure 2-8, and Figure 2-11 in the Draft EIR show three-dimensional overviews of each the Project and Project Alternatives so the reader can clearly visualize the elements proposed. 
	Response 33-3
	The commenter expresses safety concerns associated with the current Reeves Drive portal, including the lack of a stoplight and crosswalk, off-street loading, parking, a security station, wayfinding, or restrooms. Additionally, the commenter states that the location of this portal in a residential area is undesirable. The purpose and need, as well as project objectives are described in Section 2.2 (Purpose and Need) and Section 2.3 Project Objectives of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. This comment does not state a specific concern or question about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 33-4
	The commenter expresses concern regarding the Project (Beverly Drive), stating that the Draft EIR does not address the need for parking, eliminates parking lanes to be used for loading, lacks solutions for security, restrooms, and wayfinding, and would negatively impact street access during construction. Refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 regarding safety and security. Section 3.12.8 (Other Transportation Considerations) of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of potential loading and drop-off/pick-up options for the Project and Project Alternatives. 
	Response 33-5
	The commenter expresses concern regarding the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, stating that the Draft EIR does not address the need for parking, eliminates parking lanes to be used for loading, lacks solutions for security, restrooms, and wayfinding, and would negatively impact street access during construction. Refer to Response 33-1 through Response 33-4 above. 
	Response 33-6
	The commenter expresses concern regarding the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative, stating that the Draft EIR does not address the need for parking, eliminates parking lanes to be used for loading, lacks solutions for security, restrooms, and wayfinding, and would negatively impact street access during construction. Refer to Response 33-1 through Response 33-4 above. 
	Response 33-7
	The commenter expresses their support for either the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative or the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 33-8
	The commenter expresses that the Beverly Hills Historical Society will provide displays for a wayfinding center, if the approved portal design includes this feature. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 34 
	Reis, Stephen (Page 1 of 2)
	Comment Letter 34: Reis, Stephen
	Response 34-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Insert Comment Letter 35 
	Brickstar Capital, LLC (Page 1 of 1)
	Comment Letter 35: Brickstar Capital, LLC
	Response 35-1
	The commenter expresses their support specifically for the Project (Beverly Drive). This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response 35-2
	The commenter requests that the Project (Beverly Drive) include restrooms. Due to space restrictions both on the street level and in subsurface areas, restrooms are not included with the Project at this time, but the City is working with Metro to provide restrooms to subway riders. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. In addition, restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response 35-3
	The commenter requests that the Project (Beverly Drive) include parking for bikes, scooters, and other vehicles. Bike racks would potentially be provided adjacent to the new portal. A clarification on this topic has been made in Chapter 2 Clarifications and Modifications of this Final EIR. This comment does not state a specific question about the content of the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	A virtual public meeting was held during the Draft EIR public review period to solicit comments from interested parties. This Draft EIR virtual public meeting was held on September 16, at 7:00 p.m. through the Beverly Hills website. At the meeting, an overview of the proposed project and the Draft EIR conclusions were presented. Following the presentation, the meeting was opened to oral public comments. Five members of the public provided oral comments on the Draft EIR during the public meeting. A court reporter was present at this meeting and a transcript of the comments received is provided below followed by responses to each public testimony (PT).
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	Response PT-1
	The commenter states that a South Portal is unsafe and that a subway station is needed in the business district, but that the current proposals do not address the safety issues that were previously agreed upon. The commenter also states that the South Portal does not include any loading areas for passengers getting picked-up or dropped-off at the station. The effects of potential pick-up/drop-off locations were evaluated for the Project and Project Alternatives in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR. The pick-up and drop-off evaluation focused only on the roadways north of Wilshire Boulevard. This was done to draw North Portal pick-up and drop-off activity away from the residential neighborhoods located south of Wilshire Boulevard. Roadways evaluated include North Beverly Drive, North Cañon Drive, North Crescent Drive, and Clifton Way. As shown in Table 3.12-4 of the Draft EIR, the potential loading zones would occur along the curb and result in the loss of on-street parking. However, the loading zones would not result in the loss of vehicular travel lanes. In addition, the City will be able to coordinate with TNCs to provide geofencing, a common industry practice with TNCs. 
	Response PT-2
	The commenter states their opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate in that it does not address public safety in regard to any of the alternatives. Please refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 for additional information on public safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-3
	The commenter states that passenger loading should occur without stopping traffic on Wilshire Boulevard which results in either Beverly Drive or Cañon Drive as loading options. In addition, Beverly Drive is a thoroughfare to the Valley and Cañon Drive has the potential to be a destination street. As described in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR, curbside loading along Wilshire Boulevard was evaluated but deemed to be infeasible due to the existing roadway geometric configuration. The provision of curb space along Wilshire Boulevard would create potential conflicts with vehicular traffic and would require removal of one travel lane, which would need to be studied in detail due to high traffic volumes that occur throughout the day and especially during peak hours. Therefore, the pick-up and drop-off evaluation focused only on the roadways north of Wilshire Boulevard to draw North Portal loading activity away from the residential neighborhoods located south of Wilshire Boulevard. Regarding travel demand in the study area, North Beverly Drive carries higher traffic flows than North Cañon Drive as noted in the comment. The average daily traffic volume on North Beverly Drive is approximately 18,200 in comparison to 9,300 vehicles per day on North Cañon Drive. These travel demands were observed prior to the closure of North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard that occurred due to current construction activity for the Purple Line and Rodeo Station. As outlined in SB 743 of CEQA Guidelines, increased traffic flows are no longer consider a CEQA impact, however, this analysis was completed and is included in the Traffic Operations Report (see Appendix A).
	Response PT-4
	The commenter expresses their opinion regarding police presence and bathrooms for the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. Please refer to Response 24-5 and Response 24-13 for additional information on public safety and police presence. In addition, provisions for police security and restrooms will be provided as outlined in the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro.
	Response PT-5
	The commenter states their opinion about pedestrian safety on Wilshire Boulevard and the overflow of transit patrons into surrounding neighborhoods. Please refer to Response 20-2 for additional information on pedestrian safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-6
	The commenter stated their opinion regarding the inclusion of parking, stoplights, crosswalks, vehicle loading, and bathrooms at the North Portal. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.12, Transportation, on-street parking would be maintained within certain segments on Beverly and Cañon Drives, a traffic signal would be installed at the intersection of Cañon Drive and Clifton Way to improve pedestrian safety, and crosswalks would be maintained along Wilshire Boulevard. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-7
	The commenter expresses they would like to include bathrooms for the North Portal. Due to space limitations restrooms are not included with the Project (Beverly Drive) or the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative. However, as described in Section 2.5 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR, restrooms could be provided with Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. In addition, bathrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 
	Response PT-8
	The commenter states their concerns with potential road closures for construction of the Cañon Drive Alternative and expressed support of the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 19-3 for information on potential road closures. In addition, the City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impacts the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-9
	This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
	Response PT-10
	The commenter states the revised NextGen Bus Plan was not included in the Draft EIR. The NextGen Bus Plan is mentioned in Section 3.12.3 of the Draft EIR, which states Metro is currently preparing the NextGen Bus Plan with the goal of implementing a new bus network in Los Angeles County that is more relevant and reflective of local and regional travel needs, and that some of the existing routes in Beverly Hills may be modified as a result of the NextGen Bus Plan. The existing bus line and bus stop information included in Section 3.12.3 has been updated as part of the Final EIR to address comments received on the Draft EIR, including a summary of planned changes to existing transit services as identified in the Metro NextGen Bus Plan. 
	Response PT-11
	The commenter expresses there is no economic analysis as it relates to the street closures included in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response 21-2 for information on the economic impacts as it relates to street closures. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, an economic analysis is not required, therefore this analysis is not included in the Draft EIR. However, this information will be provided in a separate Beverly Hills City staff report to inform decision making on selection of a portal location. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
	Response PT-12
	The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not state the number of passengers that would favor each of the alternatives and the transit projections included are from the 2010 Metro report. The commenter also states that transit ridership has been declining prior to the pandemic and expresses concerns over the cost of the station in comparison to ridership. The ridership projections for the Purple Line were developed by Metro as part of the Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010) which includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the Rodeo Station. Metro’s EIS/EIR projects that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 (Metro 2010, Table 5-3). The North Portal project would provide a secondary access point to serve the Rodeo Station and is not expected to change the ridership projections for the Purple Line including passenger boardings at the Rodeo Station. Refer to PT-40 for additional information regarding pedestrian flows to each of the North Portal Alternatives. 
	Response PT-13
	The commenter states their opinion that the Draft EIR is inadequate in that it does not address public safety in regard to any of the alternatives. Please refer to Response 24-13 for additional information on public safety. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-14
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive). Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-15
	The commenter expresses their support for inclusion of the Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft form) and Connect Beverly Hills project (in progress) in the Draft EIR. These plans are discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 3.12, Transportation. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required. 
	Response PT-16
	The commenter states the Draft EIR mentions a Wilshire/Rodeo Station Pathway Plan which they have not seen. Section 3.12.1 of the Draft EIR describes the Wilshire/Rodeo Station Pathway Plan which is a part of the Section 2 and 3 First/Last Mile Plan approved by the Metro Board of Directors in May 2020 (available at: https://www.metro.net/projects/ple-phases-2-3-flm/). The plan includes first/last mile improvements such as bus stop enhancements, high-visibility crosswalks, street furniture, and street trees where needed, as well as bicycle improvements that will help facilitate station access, such as intersection treatments to create a bicycle-friendly environment at the intersections. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-17
	The commenter expressed their support for the inclusion of the Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft form) in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response PT-15 for information on the Complete Streets Plan. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is
	required. 
	Response PT-18
	The commenter expresses their concern regarding Metro’s First/Last Mile Report with the lack of new facilities recommended by Metro in the report. Please refer to Response PT-16 for information on first/last mile improvements. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-19
	This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
	Response PT-20
	The commenter expressed concern for the impacts to the flow of traffic through the City. Please refer to PT-39 for additional information regarding changes in traffic flows due to passengers accessing the station by vehicle and the potential loading zones for each of the North Portal Alternatives. 
	Response PT-21
	The commenter expressed their opinion regarding the inclusion of the Complete Street Plan. Please refer to Response PT-15 for information on the Complete Streets Plan (currently in draft form). As provided in the Section 3.12.1, the Draft EIR summarizes other planning efforts that are underway in the City of Beverly Hills including the Draft Complete Streets Plan and the Connect Beverly Hills project. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
	Response PT-22
	The commenter expresses their support for the inclusion of the Complete Streets Plan and Connect Beverly Hills project in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Response PT-21 above. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
	Response PT-23
	The commenter expresses their support for the Project (Beverly Drive), specifically for its proximity to the Business Triangle and for its potential to broaden user access. Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project’s proximity to the Business Triangle. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-24
	The commenter states their opinion regarding the proximity of the North Portal being close enough to the South Portal. As discussed in the Draft EIR under Section 2, Project Description, the north portal would be located north of the South Portal on Wilshire Boulevard. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. Notwithstanding, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their review and consideration.
	Response PT-25
	This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
	Response PT-26
	This comment is requesting additional information about the Metro NextGen bus plan. Please refer to Response PT-10 for additional information about the transit service changes anticipated by Metro’s NextGen Plan. 
	Response PT-27
	The commenter states their opinion that there is no significant difference in the environmental impact conclusions between the Project and Build Alternatives and recommends additional design elements for the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, including public restrooms, police stations, parking and drop-off zones. The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative as described in Section 2,Project Description of the Draft EIR does not include construction of any above ground buildings or structures other than the portal itself and restrooms. The acquisition of the additional property west of the project site and a new building on that property is not included in the Project Description. Additionally, Metro is not providing parking at any of the stations in Beverly Hills. The analysis of potential drop-off zones is included in Section 3, Transportation. Therefore, drawings of the potential building are not required or available at this time. Furthermore, the City is preparing an analysis of the potential economic impact the Project may have on adjacent businesses during construction, which will be presented at a future City Council meeting(s). Although, this is not a required analysis under CEQA. In addition, security provisions and bathrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. 
	Response PT-28
	This comment includes introductory remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
	Response PT-29
	The commenter states their opinion regarding the occupancy levels of the elevators at two alternatives, the Project (Beverly Drive) and the Cañon Drive Alternative. The Draft EIR included conceptual design drawings which include the dimensions of the elevator shafts at each alternative. The elevator shaft dimensions were designed as indicated in the LA Metro standard drawings (AS-010). There is no mention of a specific elevator make or type, but 80" x 54" was assumed for all station portal alternatives, which is ADA compliant when using a center opening door. This in turn suggests a capacity of about 2,000lbs or 12-13 people at one-time. 
	Response PT-30
	The commenter expresses that the removal of parking is on the east side of Beverly Drive and Cañon Drive when the portal is on the west side of both streets. As stated in the Section 3.12.4 of the Draft EIR, two potential design options for the North Portal would result in parking removal: The Project (Beverly Drive), consisting of an entrance/exit on the west side of Beverly Drive, within the existing street right-of-way, north of Wilshire Boulevard; and the Cañon Drive Half Portal Alternative, consisting of an entrance/exit on the west side of North Cañon Drive, within the existing street right-of-way. To preserve the vehicle travel lanes on North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive, on-street parking would be removed on both sides of the street. Table 3.12-4 summarizes the loss of on-street parking with the North Portal design options. 
	Response PT-31
	The commenter states that an additional traffic signal would be installed at Cañon Drive and Clifton Way. As described in Section 3.12.2 of the Draft EIR, this intersection is in close proximity to both the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Staging Yard Alternative and is the only remaining unsignalized intersection in the study area north of Wilshire Boulevard. With the installation of the North Portal under the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative or Cañon Staging Yard Alternative, a traffic signal would be installed to improve vehicle flows and pedestrian access to the station. It is anticipated that the new intersection configuration and traffic signal would be designed in conformance with design guidelines as specified in the California Highway Design Manual (California Department of Transportation, 2019), and no design exceptions are anticipated. As such, the new intersection configuration and traffic signal are not anticipated to contain any hazardous geometric design features. 
	Response PT-32
	The commenter expresses the Cañon Staging Yard Alternative does not include the dollar amount needed to purchase the adjacent property. As described in Response PT-27 above, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative as described in Section 2, Project Description of the Draft EIR does not include construction of any above ground buildings or structures other than the portal itself and restrooms. The acquisition of the additional property west of the project site and a new building on that property is not included in the Project Description. However, the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative is feasible as proposed without the acquisition. 
	Response PT-33
	The commenter expresses the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Alternatives designs do not include bathroom facilities. Security provisions and restrooms would be implemented as directed by the Settlement Agreement that is being prepared between the City and Metro. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. .
	Response PT-34
	The commenter expresses their opinion that the Draft EIR does not include an analysis for economic impacts during potential street closures during project construction for all alternatives. Please see Response PT-11 above related to economic analysis and an economic analysis will be presented to the City Council as part of its final decision making process. 
	Response PT-35
	The commenter addresses several questions and clarifications regarding access, circulation, and loading activity with the North Portal. As explained in the Draft EIR, access would be provided to the local businesses on North Beverly Drive and to the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage during construction of the North Portal on the Beverly Drive site (The Project). For vehicle loading activity due to passenger pick-ups and drop-offs, curbside loading zones have been identified for each North Portal design alternative that would accommodate four vehicles at one time and the loading zones have been placed on both sides of the street to serve vehicles traveling in both the northbound and southbound directions. The identified curbside loading zones would serve approximately 45 vehicles per hour. 
	The demand for passenger loading activity at the Rodeo Station was estimated from ridership data provided in the Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010). The EIS/EIR includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the future Rodeo Station. This demand for passenger loading activity would occur with or without the construction of the North Portal. However, the south portal that is currently under construction does not have any designated loading areas. Therefore, potential curbside loading areas for each North Portal design option have been identified to serve passengers traveling by private vehicle to the Rodeo Station.
	Metro’s EIS/EIR states that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 and that two percent of riders would access the station by private vehicle. If passengers who are dropped off are eventually picked up during their return trip, this number would double to 180 pick-up and drop-off trips per day. To provide a conservative estimate of the effects of pick-up and drop-off trips, 200 trips per day were assumed. It is also assumed that each vehicle would only drop off one passenger, which would result in daily pick-up/drop-off activity of 200 vehicles per day. For the purpose of estimating loading demand, it was assumed that up to 20 percent of daily pick-ups and drop-offs would occur in the peak hour, which means that up to 40 vehicles would be accessing the station during a given peak hour.
	Assuming up to 40 vehicles would be making pick-up or drop-off maneuvers during the peak hour, it is anticipated that a maximum of three pick-up or drop-off events would occur simultaneously. If an equal number of pick-ups/drop-offs occur by vehicles traveling both northbound and southbound, it is estimated that 1-1.5 curb events would occur simultaneously in each direction. Given this, it is assumed that space for a total of four (two northbound, two southbound) pick-up/drop-off events would be needed near the proposed North Portal.
	Due to the anticipated availability of curb space, it is expected that pick-up and drop-off activity for the North Portal would occur along the following roadway segments as shown in Figures 3.12-5, 3.12-6, and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR:
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): along North Beverly Drive north of the mid-block crossing at Beverly Cañon Gardens.
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: along North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way and along Clifton Way east of North Cañon Drive.
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: along North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard and along North Crescent Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard.
	The comment also requested more information regarding pick-up and drop-off activity occurring in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage and potential impacts to vehicle circulation. If existing loading areas along adjacent roadways are unable to accommodate all pick-up/drop-off activity as described above, and/or the City decides to promote pick-up/drop-off in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage, up to 200 vehicles could use the garage each day, with 40 vehicles using the garage during the peak hour. Vehicles would be able to enter the garage at the two entrances provided on North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard. Given the central location of the garage and the grid network of the street system in the study area, vehicle access is anticipated to be distributed evenly between each of the two parking garage entrances.
	It is noted that parking coordination with the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel would occur if this location is chosen for pick-up and drop-off activities. For example purposes, the following circulation scenario is assumed. It is anticipated that passengers would be dropped off near the existing elevators on the north side of the upper floor of the parking garage. To do so, vehicles entering from Beverly Drive would drive down the entrance ramp, turn right, and right again to circulate the upper level in a counterclockwise manner until they arrive at the elevators. Vehicles entering from North Cañon Drive would drive down the entrance ramp, turn left, then immediately right before arriving at the elevators. A stairwell is also located immediately adjacent to the elevator and could be used by passengers to travel to street level.
	After dropping passengers off near the elevators, vehicles could exit the parking garage using either of the ramps that lead to North Beverly Drive or North Cañon Drive. Vehicles wishing to exit to Beverly Drive would be able to turn north or south onto Beverly Drive upon exiting. Vehicles wishing to exit to North Cañon Drive would need to make a counterclockwise loop around the upper floor, then turn right, just before the elevators, and right again to access the exit ramp. Vehicles would be able to turn north or south onto North Cañon Drive upon exiting.
	The potential effects of pick-up/drop-off activity in the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage are described in more detail below for each of the North Portal alternatives.
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): As shown in Figure 3.12-5 in the Draft EIR, a curbside loading zone is identified on the east side of North Beverly Drive just north of the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage entrance. Assuming this loading zone is occupied, vehicles could use the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage for pick-up/drop-off activity.
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: As shown in Figure 3.12-6 in the Draft EIR, two pick-up/drop-off zones are identified on the west side North Cañon Drive, just south of the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage entrance, and another space is available on the east side of North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way. Assuming these zones are occupied, vehicles could use the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage for pickup/drop-off activity.
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: As shown in Figures 3.12-6 and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR, two pick-up/drop-off zones are identified on the west side of North Cañon Drive, south of the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage entrance, one space is available on the east side of North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way, and another space is available on the east side of North Crescent Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard. Assuming these zones are occupied, vehicles could use the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Garage for pick-up/drop-off activity.
	As described in Section 3.12.8 of the Draft EIR, the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Structure could be used for pick-up/drop-off operations if it is not feasible to provide sufficient curb space for pick-up/drop-off activity along existing roadways. Creating a loading zone in the structure would require geofencing the surrounding area to direct loading activities within the vicinity of the North Portal to the Beverly Cañon Gardens Parking Structure. Geofencing is defined as a predetermined location in which passengers are dropped off or picked-up, and can be implemented when drivers enter a specific destination into their rideshare app, such as the Wilshire/Rodeo Station, or enter an address within a defined geography. The geofenced loading zones can be designated by the City through publication of the coordinates for the geofenced zones that are used by rideshare service providers. Creating geofenced zones in coordination with TNCs is a common industry practice and the City will be able to work with TNCs to identify the allowable pick-up/drop-off locations which are then loaded into navigation applications so that both drivers and riders are able to find the appropriate pick-up/drop-off location. As technology solutions advance and if pick-up/drop-off trips become more frequent over time, the structure could provide an alternative to on-street loading in the area. Any pick-up/drop-off strategies that are implemented in the parking structure would need to be done in coordination with local businesses, including the current parking operations plan between the City and the Maybourne Beverly Hills Hotel. Additional technology requirements, such as adequate cell and Wi-Fi service in the garage, would need to be explored in greater detail if this loading option is considered.
	The commenter also requested additional analysis about pick-up and drop-off activity occurring in the alley west of North Beverly Drive if the North Portal was constructed on the Beverly Drive site. The alley west of North Beverly Drive provides commercial loading for businesses on the east side of Rodeo Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way and business on the west side of North Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way. The alley operates one-way in the northbound direction with vehicles entering from Wilshire Boulevard and exiting onto Dayton Way. 
	The alley provides approximately 20-feet of clearance for vehicle travel. The alley has red striping on both sides along with signage that says “No Parking Fire Lane” to maintain the 20foot clearance for emergency access and emergency response vehicles. The alley provides access to private parking garages and loading docks that are located within the adjacent buildings on both sides of the alley. Besides the loading dock areas that are designated for specific buildings, no parking or additional right-of-way is available for public access. Due to the limited right-of-way available in the alley, allowing pick-up/drop-off activity to occur in the alley would disrupt existing operations and could impeded emergency vehicle access. As such, the North Portal design alternatives do not utilize the adjacent alleys for potential pick-up/drop-off locations. Additional signage can be placed in the alley to indicate that it should not be used for passenger loading activity, additional enforcement can be requested from BHPD, and other striping and/or traffic control can be explored to further indicate that passenger loading is not permitted. 
	This commenter also requests additional analysis about the traffic and circulation impacts of street closures during construction. The Project would result in the temporary closure of North Beverly Drive and the Cañon Drive Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Half Portal Alternative would result in the temporary closure on North Cañon Drive. The roadway closures and loss of parking during construction are described below. In addition, all three North Portal design options would result in the loss of one travel lane on Wilshire Boulevard for the duration of construction and an additional lane during pile installation and installation/removal of decking. 
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): Construction would commence in the third quarter 2022, with an anticipated opening date of third quarter 2025. Construction would take approximately 2.5 to 3.5 years. During construction, North Beverly Drive would be closed between Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Cañon Gardens for the duration of the construction. A cul-de-sac would be provided southbound on North Beverly Drive to allow vehicles to turn around prior to the closure. South Beverly Drive would require restriping and re-signaling as traffic would be required to either turn left or right onto Wilshire Boulevard with no ability to travel north (except for construction vehicles).
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: Construction would commence in the third quarter 2022, with an anticipated opening date of third quarter 2025. Construction would take approximately 2.5 to 3.5 years. During construction, North Cañon Drive would be closed between Wilshire Boulevard to the south side of Clifton Way. However, Clifton Way and the intersection of North Cañon Drive and Clifton Way would remain in operation. The roadway closure would also result in the loss of parking along North Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way, including the current valet loading operations on the east side of the street. 
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: Construction would commence in the first quarter 2024, with an anticipated opening date of third quarter 2026. Construction would take approximately 2.5 to 3.5 years. During construction, a portion of North Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard would be closed to vehicular travel including loss in parking and valet operations. 
	The construction impacts for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be similar to the current closure of North Cañon Drive at Wilshire Boulevard. In 2018, the City of Beverly Hills undertook an extensive effort to study the impacts of the North Cañon Drive closure in advance of the current construction activities. The study considered the timeframe for construction, vehicle rerouting that would occur with the roadway closures, and improvements needed to adjacent roadway facilities to accommodate the additional travel demand. The study also explored multiple options for on-street metered and valet parking operations adjacent to the closure and worked closely with the adjacent businesses to minimize impacts. As a result of this study, a new traffic signal was installed at the intersection of North Crescent Drive and Clifton Way, Clifton Way was restriped to accommodate additional vehicle demand, the cul-de-sac prior to the closure was designed to effectively facilitate local access, parking, and valet operations, and wayfinding signage was installed to direct travelers to avoid the closure. In addition, the block of Dayton Way between North Cañon Drive and North Crescent Drive was converted to two-way operation to improve access to local businesses. 
	While the construction impacts for the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would be similar to the current closure of North Cañon Drive at Wilshire Boulevard, the additional impact that would occur with the construction of either North Portal design option is that no access would be provided on North Cañon Drive south of Clifton Way. This would result in the relocation of on-street parking and valet operations. As part of the mitigation measures identified under TRA-A and TRA-C, the Traffic Control Plans and Transportation Management Plan prepared for the selected North Portal design option would include additional studies to optimize traffic flows and parking operations in the study area during construction.
	For the Project, the impacts during construction and solutions to accommodate vehicle detours are also expected to be similar to those identified previously as part of the North Cañon closure study. However, North Beverly Drive carries more traffic on a daily basis and during peak hours than North Cañon Drive. The table below summarizes the daily and peak hour traffic volumes for North Beverly Drive and North Cañon Drive on the block north of Wilshire Boulevard. These volumes reflect travel conditions prior to the closure of North Cañon Drive. As shown, North Beverly Drive serves nearly twice as many vehicles as North Cañon Drive. 
	PM Peak Hour
	AM Peak Hour
	ADT
	Roadway Segment
	Alternative
	N. Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	1,210
	1,170
	18,200
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	760
	560
	9,300
	Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020
	If the North Portal is constructed on Beverly Drive, additional improvements to optimize traffic flows and parking operations in the study area during construction may be required as part of the mitigation measures TRA-A and TRA-C. Similar to the North Cañon closure extensive coordination with local businesses would be made to minimize disruptions to local access and parking to the extent possible. 
	Response PT-36
	The commenter expresses the need for additional information regarding bike parking and bike share at the North Portal. Both the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative have the potential to include up to 11 bicycle racks within the portal footprint, and the Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative may include up to 9 bicycle racks within the portal footprint. Bicycle racks would be located immediately adjacent to the portal entrance/exit at street-level. 
	Response PT-37
	This comment includes closing remarks and does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required
	Response PT-38
	The commenter stated their support for the Project (Beverly Drive) due to its close proximity to the south station portal and the business triangle north of Wilshire Boulevard and the rationale for a second portal to serve station customers. Please refer to Response 2-1 for additional information on the Project location. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. 
	Response PT-39
	The commenter is requesting additional analysis about how each North Portal alternative would impact traffic, including traffic impacts in adjacent neighborhoods. Fehr & Peers prepared a Traffic Operations Report showing intersection operations (LOS) with lane geometry changes adjacent to each portal alternative and operational benefits with the new traffic signal at North Cañon Drive and Clifton Way. This report was not included in the Draft EIR since LOS is no longer considered a CEQA impact. However, the results of this report were used to inform the final considerations for the North Portal design options and the report has been included as an attachment to the Final EIR (see Appendix A). 
	In addition to the Traffic Operations Report (see Appendix A), the Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010) includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the future Wilshire/Rodeo Station that can be used to expand on the operational changes at each station portal. The EIS/EIR states that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 and that two percent of riders would access the station by private vehicle. If passengers who are dropped off are eventually picked up during their return trip, this number would double to 180 pick-up and drop-off trips per day. To provide a conservative estimate of the effects of pick-up and drop-off trips, 200 trips per day were assumed. It is also assumed that each vehicle would only drop off one passenger, which would result in daily pick-up/drop-off activity of 200 vehicles per day.
	Due to the anticipated availability of curb space, it is expected that pick-up and drop-off activity for the North Portal would occur along the following roadway segments as shown in Figures 3.12-5, 3.12-6, and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR:
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): along North Beverly Drive north of the mid-block crossing at Beverly Cañon Gardens.
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: along North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way and along Clifton Way east of North Cañon Drive.
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: along North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard (90 percent of trips) and along North Crescent Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard (10 percent of trips).
	The tables below summarize how daily and peak hour roadway volumes would change with the addition of each North Portal design alternative under the assumptions stated above. As shown below, daily volumes would increase approximately 1% to 2% depending on the North Portal location. Peak hour volumes would increase by up to 2% on North Beverly Drive under The Project during the AM and PM peak hours and up to 4% on North Cañon Drive under the Cañon Drive Half Portal Alternative and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Half Portal Alternative.
	Daily Roadway Segment Traffic Volumes
	% Change in ADT with Project
	Additional Trips with Project
	ADT
	Roadway Segment
	Alternative
	N. Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	1%
	200
	18,200
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	2%
	200
	9,300
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	2%
	180
	9,300
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative
	N. Crescent Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	<1%
	20
	12,800
	Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020
	Notes: For the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, it is assumed that 90% of pick-ups and drop-offs will occur along Cañon Drive, while 10% will occur along Crescent Drive.
	Peak Hour Roadway Segment Traffic Volumes
	% Change in Peak Volume with Project
	Additional Trips with Project
	Peak Volume
	Roadway Segment
	Alternative
	AM Peak Hour
	N. Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	2%
	24
	1,170
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	4%
	24
	560
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	4%
	22
	560
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative
	N. Crescent Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	<1%
	2
	690
	PM Peak Hour
	N. Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	2%
	24
	1,210
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	3%
	24
	760
	N. Cañon Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	3%
	22
	760
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative
	N. Crescent Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Clifton Way
	<1%
	2
	1,070
	Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020Notes: AM Peak Hour = between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM. PM Peak Hour = between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM. It is assumed that 12% of daily pick-up and drop-off trips would occur during each peak hour. For the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative, it is assumed that 90% of pick-ups and drop-offs will occur along Cañon Drive, while 10% will occur along Crescent Drive.
	The increase in traffic volumes due to loading activity for passengers at the Rodeo Station is based on the potential loading areas for the North Portal design options. However, these passengers are expected to travel to the station with or without the construction of the North Portal. Metro’s Rodeo Station that is currently under construction is located on the southwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Reeves Drive and often referred to as the south portal. There are no designated loading areas that have been identified to serve the south portal. Therefore, the North Portal design options also considered adjacent loading areas that could serve all passengers traveling to the Rodeo Station by private vehicle. 
	As discussed above, the pick-up and drop-off evaluation focused only on the roadways north of Wilshire Boulevard. This was done to draw North Portal pick-up and drop-off activity away from the residential neighborhoods located south of Wilshire Boulevard. The potential loading zones would occur along the curb and result in the loss of on-street parking. However, the loading zones would not result in the loss of vehicular travel lanes. The loading zones would include geofencing to direct drivers traveling to the station to the designated loading locations. 
	Response PT-40
	The commenter is requesting additional analysis about how each North Portal alternative would accommodate various modes of travel to and from the station and to each portal location. The Metro Westside Purple Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) (2010) includes projected station boardings and mode of access for the future Wilshire/Rodeo Station. The EIS/EIR states that 4,585 daily boardings will occur at the station in the year 2035 and that passengers will access the station by the following modes:
	 Walk (60%)
	 Bus Transit (30%)
	 Private Vehicle (2%, assumes passengers are dropped-off)
	 Other (8%, includes urban rail transfers and cyclists)
	As shown, it is anticipated that majority of passengers will access the station by walking, whether solely on-foot or by transferring from another transit service and approximately 2% of passengers will access the station by private vehicle. If passengers who are dropped off are eventually picked up during their return trip, this would result in 180 pick-up and drop-off trips per day. To provide a conservative estimate of the effects of pick-up and drop-off trips, 200 trips per day were assumed. It is also assumed that each vehicle would only drop off one passenger, which would result in daily pick-up/drop-off activity of 200 vehicles per day.
	Due to the anticipated availability of curb space, it is expected that pick-up and drop-off activity for the North Portal would occur along the following roadway segments as shown in Figures 3.12-5, 3.12-6, and 3.12-7 in the Draft EIR:
	 The Project (Beverly Drive): along North Beverly Drive north of the mid-block crossing at Beverly Cañon Gardens.
	 Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative: along North Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way and along Clifton Way east of North Cañon Drive.
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: along North Cañon Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard (90 percent of trips) and along North Crescent Drive just north of Wilshire Boulevard (10 percent of trips).
	Passengers who are dropped off or picked up at each of these locations would be able to utilize existing and future pedestrian crossings to travel between each of the above locations and the station portal. Refer to PT-41 for more information about existing and future pedestrian connectivity near each of the North Portal alternatives and to PT-42 regarding walking distance and associated travel time to reach the business triangle from each of the North Portal Alternatives. 
	Response PT-41
	The commenter is requesting additional analysis about pedestrian accessibility and safety for each North Portal alternative. As described in PT-40, Metro’s EIS/EIR for the Purple Line indicated that 60% of passengers at the Rodeo Station would access the station by walking. The construction of the North Portal is not expected to change the number of passengers walking to the station. However, the North Portal would provide a secondary access point to the station and would reduce the number of pedestrians that need to cross Wilshire Boulevard to access the south portal that is currently under construction.
	Given that each of the North Portal design options are on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard, it is anticipated that most passengers accessing the station at the North Portal would do so from areas north of Wilshire Boulevard. Subterranean pedestrian concourses within the Wilshire/ Rodeo station will facilitate passenger movement between eastbound and westbound boarding platforms, which will reduce the need for passengers to cross Wilshire Boulevard at street level. This could minimize the potential for passengers to perform illegal jaywalking maneuvers across Wilshire Boulevard when accessing the station. In addition, the Project and Cañon Drive Alternative are located at signalized intersections so pedestrians would be more likely to cross legally in crosswalks. 
	The study area roadway network is a relatively compact grid network, which generally allows for efficient pedestrian movement. Further, numerous pedestrian crossings exist adjacent to each of the North Portal alternatives, which provide pedestrians protected crossing facilities when accessing the station. Existing and proposed pedestrian crossings near each North Portal alternative are illustrated in the figure below and also described in more detail below.
	/
	Potential Future Signalized Crossings
	The Project (Beverly Drive)
	The Project (Beverly Drive) portal is located on the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive. It is anticipated that most pedestrians will access the North Portal from destinations east and west of North Beverly Drive and north of Wilshire Boulevard, while some passengers transferring from bus services may need to access the station from bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard. It is assumed that passengers accessing the station by urban rail transfers would do so in the underground pedestrian facilities within the station itself.
	Pedestrian crosswalks are currently provided along all four legs of the intersections of Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive and Wilshire Boulevard and Rodeo Drive, as well as on the north and west legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive. The presence of crosswalks on the north legs at each of these intersections allow passengers to access the portal from areas east and west of the station while walking on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard.
	North of the North Portal, a mid-block pedestrian crossing on North Beverly Drive (adjacent to Beverly Cañon Gardens) and crosswalks on all four legs of the intersection of Beverly Drive and Dayton Way provide pedestrian crossings for those accessing the North Portal from areas north of the station.
	Though passengers will be able to access both station platforms using the underground concourse described above, it is acknowledged that some may elect to cross Wilshire Boulevard at street level and utilize the southern portal. In these instances, passengers can use the crosswalks that traverse Wilshire Boulevard at the signalized intersections of Wilshire Boulevard and Rodeo Drive, Wilshire Boulevard and Beverly Drive, Wilshire Boulevard and El Camino Drive, and Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive to access the station.
	Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative
	The Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative is located on the northwest corner of Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive. It is anticipated that most pedestrians will access the Cañon Drive-Half Portal Alternative from destinations east and west of Cañon Drive and north of Wilshire Boulevard, while some passengers transferring from bus services may need to access the station from bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard. 
	Pedestrian crosswalks are currently provided on the north and west legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Cañon Drive, on the west and south legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and South Cañon Drive, and on the north, west, and south legs of the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Crescent Drive. The presence of crosswalks on the north legs at each of these intersections allow passengers to access the North Portal from areas east and west of the station while walking on the north side of Wilshire Boulevard. 
	North of the North Portal, the intersection of Cañon Drive and Clifton Way would be signalized with pedestrian crosswalks on each of the three intersection legs. A mid-block pedestrian crossing also exists on Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way, adjacent to Beverly Cañon Gardens. The presence of these crossings on Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard provide pedestrian crossings for those accessing the North Portal from areas north of the station.
	Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative 
	The Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative is located on Wilshire Boulevard at the corner of Cañon Drive and Wilshire Boulevard. It is anticipated that most pedestrians will access the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative from destinations east and west of Cañon Drive and north of Wilshire Boulevard, while some passengers transferring from bus services may need to access the station from bus stops on Wilshire Boulevard. 
	Similar to the Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative, the intersection of Cañon Drive and Clifton Way would be signalized with pedestrian crosswalks on each of the three intersection legs. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the adjacent signalized intersections and a mid-block pedestrian crossing is provided on Cañon Drive north of Clifton Way, adjacent to Beverly Cañon Gardens. Additionally, the intersection of Crescent Drive and Clifton Way was recently signalized with pedestrian crosswalks on all four legs of the intersection. The presence of multiple pedestrian crossings on Cañon Drive north of Wilshire Boulevard provide pedestrian crossings for those accessing the portal from areas north of the North Portal.
	Response PT-42
	The commenter stated their opinion regarding the walking distance and associated travel time to reach the Business Triangle. As such, the following walk times have been calculated to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection. Each calculation includes the estimated travel time underground from the subway platform to the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection assuming an average walking speed of 3.5 miles-per-hour, an escalator moving speed of 1.6 miles-per-hour, and no dwell time to wait for street crossings. 
	 Beverly Drive Alternative: 4.0 minutes
	 Cañon Drive Alternative: 5.9 minutes
	 Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative: 6.3 minutes
	Response PT-43
	The commenter stated their opinion regarding the comparison of underground walking distances between the main station and all alternatives, as well as the potential influence of an underground moving walkway between the south portal and the Project and both alternatives on a person’s decision to remain underground. The Project would provide the shortest path of travel to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection, while the Cañon Drive Alternative and the main station would provide a similar length of travel, and the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative would provide the longest length of travel. Additionally, please refer to Response PT-42 for further details on the individual travel times of the three alternatives to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection. 
	Regarding an underground moving walkway between the south portal and the three project alternatives, riders of the subway arriving at this station would exit the train, travel by stair, escalator, or elevator to a concourse level underneath Wilshire Boulevard at which point they would make a decision to exit to the south or north. The greatest influence on a person’s travel decision at this point will be their ultimate end destination and the shortest travel time to arrive there. As indicated in Response PT-42, the Project has the shortest travel time to the northeast corner of the Wilshire/Rodeo intersection. A moving walkway may speed up a person’s travel time or make travel easier if they used it and did not walk at the same time, however, since the Project has the shortest travel time even without a moving walkway, it best aligns with the commenter’s statement to keep people underground as they traverse to the business triangle north of Wilshire Boulevard. 
	Response PT-44
	The comment is requesting additional information about the potential impacts to the alley west of Beverly Drive due to loading activity if the North Portal was constructed on the Beverly Drive site. The alley west of North Beverly Drive provides commercial loading for businesses on the east side of Rodeo Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way and business on the west side of North Beverly Drive between Wilshire Boulevard and Dayton Way. The alley operates one-way in the northbound direction with vehicles entering from Wilshire Boulevard and exiting onto Dayton Way. The alley provides approximately 20-feet of clearance for vehicle travel. The alley has red striping on both sides along with signage that says “No Parking Fire Lane” to maintain the 20-foot clearance for emergency access and emergency response vehicles. The alley provides access to private parking garages and loading docks that are located within the adjacent buildings on both sides of the alley. Besides the loading dock areas that are designated for specific buildings, no parking or additional right-of-way is available for public access. Due to the limited right-of-way available in the alley, allowing pick-up/drop-off activity to occur in the alley would disrupt existing operations and could impeded emergency vehicle access. As such, the North Portal design alternatives do not utilize the adjacent alleys for potential pick-up/drop-off locations. Additional signage can be placed in the alley to indicate that it should not be used for passenger loading activity, along with additional enforcement to promote compliance. Please refer to PT-35 for additional information regarding the alley.
	Response PT-45
	The commenter stated their opinion about that the 40-foot horizontal shaft included in the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative. The Draft EIR includes conceptual design drawings for the Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative which were designed to comply with Metro Station Design Standards. Metro describes the location of the shaft, and the requirement for this to be 40 feet away from station or portal openings. 
	Response PT-46
	The commenter expresses their opinion in that the Draft EIR does not include an analysis for economic impacts during potential street closures during project construction for all alternatives. Please see Response PT-11 above related to economic analysis, which will be provided to the City Council as part of the final decision making process.
	Response PT-47
	The commenter stated their opinion regarding the escalator width requirement under Metro Station Design Standards. The Draft EIR final conceptual design drawings included an escalator width of 4-feet which is a standard narrow stair width to provide space to circulate. 
	Response PT-48
	The commenter expresses that bike racks are not located at any of the station portal alternatives. Both the Project (Beverly Drive) and Cañon Drive Staging Yard Alternative has the potential to include approximately 11 bicycle racks within the portal footprint, and the Cañon Drive Half-Portal Alternative may include up to 9 bicycle racks within the portal footprint. Bicycle racks would be located immediately adjacent to the portal entrance/exit at street-level. 
	Response PT-49
	The commenter clarified the specific clear width of the escalators for the proposed alternatives. The statement expressed that five-feet eight-inches is the space that all of the escalator equipment occupies; therefore, the stair width of the escalator would result in four feet, which is a fairly standard narrow width to provide a clear space to circulate. 
	Response PT-50
	The commenter is requesting additional information about changes in bus routes with Metro’s NextGen Plan. Please refer to Response PT-10 for additional information about the transit service changes anticipated by Metro’s NextGen Plan. 
	Response PT-51
	The commenter stated closing remarks for the public meeting. This comment does not state a specific concern about the Draft EIR. No further response to this comment is required.
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